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ABSTRACT 

 

The overall aim of this study was to further comparative understanding of e-practice in 

Australian and American universities. The study used one Faculty in an Australian university and 

one Faculty in an American university as examples. The theoretical focus was on the cultural 

context as well as on practice in the e-learning area. The variables of instructivism and 

constructivism were explored for establishing the differing cultural context of the two countries.  

The  pedagogical, performance appraisal, instructional design, technological, administrative and 

support service were investigated to establish e-practice differences between the two countries. 

Studies 1 to 3  used  both  a qualitative and quantitative methodology in order to ascertain the 

current status of e-learning. Participants were students, lecturers and administrative staff of one 

Faculty in an Australian university and one Faculty in an American university engaged with e-

learning programs. Study 1 investigated the dominant cultural dimensions of the two universities. 

The results of this study showed that the dominant e-learning approach of one Faculty in an 

American university was toward constructivism  while the dominant e-learning approach of one 

Faculty in an Australian university was toward instructivism. In Study 2, the current status of e-

learning practice was investigated in the two universities using a quantitative methodological 

approach.  

The results indicated that the level of e-practice in all aspects of e-learning was above 

average in both universities. Participants of the American university rated their system consistently 

higher in most aspects of e-practice than the Australian university participants. In Study 3, the 

current issues of e-learning practice in four aspects, namely pedagogy, culture, technology and e-

practice, that need to be improved, were investigated by applying a qualitative method. The results 
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of interviews identified pedagogical challenges in approaches to learning, effective learning 

practice, assessment method  and learning content as areas that need attention. Cultural sensitivity, 

effective cultural practice and key technological challenges  as well as issues like faculty policies, 

quality, learning management system, and online support  were revealed as areas that could 

improve the e-learning systems in both universities. Although both America and Australia have 

shown progress in the field of e-practice, it is apparent that the quality and quantity of e-practice 

factors in an Australian university needs to be sped up. This is despite the fact that the context of 

e-learning in an Australian university studied  has been improved by Asian cultural contact. From 

this perspective applying the pattern and technology that has been used in the American university 

could help to guide an Australian university e-learning system practice in the future. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction and Overview 

 

This study was motivated by an interest in comparing the practice of e-learning in higher 

education between one Faculty in an Australian university and one Faculty in an American 

university . To reach this aim, three studies were conducted in two high ranking universities that 

have provided e-learning courses in various fields. Accordingly, the cultural dimensions of their 

educational paradigms, their educational e-practice and some current issues common to both 

institutions have been compared. In this section of the introduction, a brief background of each 

component of studies is described, then aims, significance and questions are presented. 

The main aim of e-learning in developed countries like Australia and the United States of 

America is to promote sustained quality improvement, to cultivate an operative knowledge 

economy and to increase the lifetime of pedagogical practice (Gulati, 2008). Selim (2007) believes 

that: “The efficient and effective use of IT in delivering the e-learning based components of a 

course is of critical importance to the success and student acceptance of e-learning” (p. 399). 

Online courses provide a borderless market for universities and colleges without adding pressure 

to on-campus infrastructure, however, the capability, reliability and richness of the university IT 

infrastructure to deliver the courses as smoothly as possible are the key to the success of e-learning 

(Parsazadeh, Zainuddin & Hematian, 2013; Selim, 2007). 

A recent IBIS World report on online program revenue over the last five years highlights 

that the revenue from online programs grew dramatically by at least 80% from 2008 to 2012 

(Barber, 2013). According to the American National Center for Education Statistics, there has been 

substantial pedagogical restructure based on increasing online education opportunities. The 

number of U.S. students enrolled in at least one e-learning program increased from 1 million to 12 
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million between 2002 and 2006. From this perspective, approximately 33% of students enrolled in 

higher education since 2007 have been interested to take at least one course online (Allen & 

Seaman, 2011). According to the evidence that Allen and Seaman (2011) explained: 

"After remaining steady for several years, the proportion of chief academic officers saying 

that online education is critical to their long-term strategy took an upward turn in both 2010 and 

2011. Sixty-five percent of all reporting institutions said that online learning was a critical part of 

their long-term strategy, a small increase from 63% in 2010. The year-to-year change was greatest 

among the for-profit institutions, whose agreement with this increased from 51%in 2009 to 69% 

in 2011. For-profit institutions are the most likely to have included online learning as a part of their 

strategic plan" (p. 4).  

In 2011, Sloan Consortium (Sloan-C) issued a report on e-learning courses in American 

universities. This report revealed that the number of learners taking at least one e-learning program 

has now surpassed 6 million. Also nearly 35% of all students in American universities are taking 

at least one e-learning program (Allen & Seaman, 2011). Another more recent phenomenon is the 

provision of online courses that are either provided in conjunction with elite universities such as 

Columbia, Brown, Princeton or Duke Universities for free, or by for-profit organisations such as 

Coursera founded in January 2011. According to Pappano (2012), these massive open online 

courses (MOOCs) are usually free and not for credit. They can be taken anywhere there is an 

internet connection. They are a strange amalgam of social networking, entertainment and 

networking. From this perspective, those for-profit courses offered by Coursera have reached 1.7 

million users and this area is growing faster than Facebook (p. 15).  

Other reports in 2012 indicated that corporate education was a $200 billion industry of 

which the portion of e-learning could be $56 billion and would be expected to increase to double 
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by 2015. According to these reports it is expected that the market for e-learning will swell to $51.5 

billion by 2016. From this perspective, it is expected that online courses and learning management 

systems alone would earn more than $7 billion by 2018 (McIntosh, 2015). 

According to the latest reports of e-learning status, while the rapid pace of online learning 

growth has moderated, it still accounted for nearly three-quarters of all US higher education’s 

enrolment increases last year and the education system has strategic plans for the future of it (Allen 

and Seaman, 2015), for example, Pennsylvania’s State System of Higher Education will strive to 

achieve outcomes by 2020 which include increasing the number of students in online learning to 

53,000 (PASSHE, 2014).   

Similarly, in Australian institutes, there are many statistics and reports in relation to e-

learning growth rate which show that between 2009 and 2014 the online education industry in 

Australia experienced an annual growth of 14.4% with estimated revenue of over 6 billion dollars 

(IBS World, 2014). Australian higher education’s embrace of the use of e-learning as a vehicle to 

enhance teaching opportunities and improve learning outcomes is one of the strongest among 

developed countries in the globalization era. Open universities and distance learning institutions 

continue to offer students e-learning, using a diverse range of institutional policies to support the 

promised policies (Bates, 1997). The providers and educational policy-makers are able to 

demonstrate that their processes in regard to online learning as a mode of delivery for their 

programs are sound and effective (Hosie, Schibeci, & Backhaus, 2005; Oliver, 2005).  It can be 

concluded that adoption of online teaching and learning in the Australian higher education sector 

has been widespread and is now found across a range of disciplines (e.g., business, education, 

health, psychology, and accounting and information technology) and a range of program levels. 
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Because the main aim of this research is a comparative study of the e-learning practices in 

an Australian university and in a USA university, the researcher provides here some information 

of the e-learning maturity of the two universities: 

The American university sample does not consider e-learning as simply a supportive 

technology of teaching and learning. Instead they regard it as critical to all educational provision 

namely concerning:  

•relevance to all educational stages - undergraduate, graduate and professional, and 

continuing education.  

•serving both resident and distance students.  

•consisting of a wide range of approaches, from technology-enhanced classrooms and 

instruction to online courses and learning platforms. 

 The university’s e-learning strategy is specifically directed at: (taken from e-learning at  

the American university sample, 2016): 

1.Improving the undergraduate teaching and learning experience by targeting selected 

programs and courses for enhancement or redesign. 

2.Supporting increased graduation and retention rates by giving undergraduates additional 

scheduling flexibility through redesign of high demand classes into an online format. 

3.Providing graduate and professional students with alternative access to select post-

baccalaureate programs by offering them in an online or blended format. 

4.Improving access to university continuing education and noncredit offerings for 

professionals and lifelong learners. 

5.Exploring the potential of emergent technologies by offering a limited number of 

massively open online courses (MOOCs) to a national and international audience. 
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The university has long had a reputation for adopting new technologies in order to improve 

access to education for the wider community. 

From 1915 through 1999, their Audio Visual Library Services (later University Film and 

Video) provided educational films and videos to classrooms throughout the United States. 

In 1946, their university station KUOM aired learning programs for children home bound 

by the polio epidemic. 

From 1987 through 2003, the American university sample produced "Health Talk & 

YOU," a call-in TV show staffed by university medical experts and students. Currently, the 

Academic Health Center publishes the Health Talk blog. 

In 1996, the first online courses were offered from two of their campuses, Twin Cities and 

Crookston. 

In the fall of 2006, the Moodle course management system was launched, enabling faculty 

to provide students with course materials, library resources, and the ability to electronically submit 

their assignments. 

In the fall of 2007, active learning classrooms were piloted on campus. In the summer of 

2010, the Science Teaching and Student Services building opened with another 10 such 

classrooms. At that time, this provided more such facilities than any other institution in the country. 

In the fall of 2010, the College of Education and Human Development launched a mobile 

learning pilot initiative. 

In the 2014 -2015 academic year, 1,538 online course sections were offered and 21,451 

students were enrolled in these, some in more than one. This was responsible for  a 6.7 % increase 

in total enrollments (41,333) over the previous academic year. The American university sample’s 

commitment to on-line learning is such that it offers over 40 online and blended degree and 
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certificate programs ranging from public health and nursing to computer science and 

manufacturing management. (Academic Affairs & Provost, 2016) 

By contrast, the Australian university sample does not exhibit a long history of 

commitment to online teaching and learning although it is making endeavours to catch up. The 

2016–20 plan is aiming to position the university used in this case study as the best university in 

Australia and a leading institution globally.   As part of the plan, Educational Technology Incubator 

(ETI) will be expanded to extend e-learning capacity to create video, animation, visualisation and 

simulation for teaching purposes, and to support the development and assessment of new tools, 

technologies and strategic innovation projects. Furthermore the university has plans for a massive 

development program for open online courses (MOOCs). (Strategic Plan, 2016) 

Currently, the e-learning system works with the University community to develop 

integrated learning spaces and e-learning systems to enhance the student learning experience. 

These projects and developments involve collaboration between many departments of the 

university 

•integration of enterprise technology infrastructure for award course programs and units of 

study with faculties 

•academic development programs and staff training with Institute of Teaching and 

Learning and University ICT 

•student support and resource development with the Learning Centres 

•learning Space development with ICT, CIS and Student services 

•campus planning with the office of the DVC (Strategic Management), 

•campus Infrastructure Services and committee structures 
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•business Intelligence development through metrics development with the Office of 

Information and Planning 

•mobile Resources development with ICT and Marketing and Communications 

Activities arising from these collaborations are overseen by the SEG (Education), SEG 

(Infrastructure and Finance), SEG (Curriculum and Course Planning), SEG (University Services), 

and SEG (Alumni and Marketing) committees. (Academic Affairs & Provost, 2016) 

The goal, through a planned sequence of ICT projects, S-eLearning, is to achieve a single, 

integrated, enterprise-level virtual learning environment including the development of a ‘virtual 

extended classroom’ for every unit of study. The Open Learning Environment is planned to support 

self directed on-demand access to a pool of learning resources for all students, as well as access to 

workshop-supported modular courses on topics of interest to students. (Strategic Plan, 2016) 

Statement of the Problem  

While there is growing demand for e-learning projects in developed countries, nevertheless 

the failures are many, one of the main reasons being the quality of the e-learning projects (Shailaja 

& Sridaran, 2014). Failing e-learning projects such as Universities 21, UKeU, New York online 

University, and The Global University Alliance demonstrate that the success of e-learning practice 

directly depends on quality and requires understanding of the current environment and the context 

of the e-learning practice (Inglis, 2005; McLoughlin & Visser, 2003; Oliver, 2005; Salmon, 2005; 

Smith, Salaway& Borreson Caruso, 2009; Smith, Passmore., Faught., 2009). 

One of the  main reasons for an Australia – USA comparison of e-learning is to attempt to 

assess the extent and quality of e-learning programs in both countries. The academic ranking of 

both countries’ University systems shows a dominance by American institutions. “American 

universities dominate world rankings, irrespective of which ranking system is used. For example, 



 
 

8 
 

in 2014, The Times Higher Education World University Rankings, which ranks universities on 

teaching, research, knowledge transfer and international outlook, had American universities 

occupying 8 of the top 10 places. Only five Australian universities made it into the top 100, and 

only one made the top 50” (The United States vs Australia, 2016). According to a range of studies, 

the United States has strong performance relative to Australia in e-learning practices. 

 One such study by Wills (2012) focused on research on e-learning for university students.  

That study revealed that “… the development of role-based e-learning over the past 20 years in 

Australia using simple e-learning technologies such as email and online discussion forums was 

quite different to that in America. America, by contrast,  compares this with emerging forms of 

the e-learning design which are adopting newer technologies.” (Wills, 2012, p.2). The use of e-

learning and virtual environments as a platform dominated the samples collected by Wills (up till 

2009) for U.S, in contrast to the simpler technologies used in his Australian samples. 

This thesis identifies information relating to e-learning that will be of assistance to 

Australian universities to improve their existing e-learning programs. An earlier Australian study 

(Nayda & Rankin, 2009) highlighted that collaboration between faculty and staff was one approach 

in addressing the need for staff development to use digital technologies effectively. Staff 

development was also needed to develop online assessments and to provide skills in monitoring 

the quality of online courses and teaching strategies (Smith, Passmore& Faught, 2009). Walker, 

Greene and Mansell (2006) made recommendations to address the unique learning needs of the X 

and Y generations and stated that educators must look at ways to enhance the learning environment 

to fit the expectation of these students. Consequently it was felt that by examining the e-learning 

practice in a top American university it would enable best practice to be established in Australian 

institutions.  
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As explained above, a large number of studies has shown the effect of a lack of quality and 

the need for an understanding of the current environment and the context of e-learning practice on 

students engaging in online activities. For example, research in the US and Australia has shown 

that engaging in a variety of online programs, awareness and confidence of working with IT are 

limited in students. (Downing, Pittaway & Osborne, 2014) Indeed there is a lack of homogeneity 

in students’ contexts and a potential “digital divide” between students (Downing et al.,2014). 

Further, while students do engage in online activities, the new generation of students tends to use 

a “snatch and grab” approach to information gathering, (Bennett, Maton & Kervin, 2008, p. 781) 

and has “shallow, random and often passive interactions with text” (Coiro, 2003, p. 458) . 

Furthermore, according to US department of education reports and a survey of Harvard’s 

Online Open Courses, engaging in online learning and activities has decreased with students and 

educators because of the lack of attention to many elements of quality and the context of e-learning 

practice (Reeves & Pedulla, 2011; Reich, 2014; Smith et al., 2009). From this perspective, 

McGorry (2003) asks for more attention to be paid to the quality of e-learning practice in higher 

education. Further Zhao (2003) recommends that universities implement a quality assurance plan 

aimed specifically at e-learning programs. 

To conclude, concern about quality and achievement outcomes (Heafner, Hartshorne & 

Petty, 2015), a lack of attention to learning from others’ experience and perspective (no standard 

comparison of success with other institutes’ practice), a lack of assessment and links to 

competency measurement (Hills & Overton, 2010), existing  poor managerial practices and lack 

of evaluation (Van der Vyver, Williams & Marais, 2015) and too much emphasis on technological 

practice without thinking about cultural pedagogical practice are the main challenges for 

enhancing and assuring e-learning in higher education world-wide. Indeed enhancement of quality 
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of practices rather than quantity development is the more pressing concern to educational leaders 

and policy makers (UKIBC, 2015). 

It is worth mentioning that quality improvement is conceived as a constant enhancing of 

the process, outputs and outcomes of e-learning. Indeed those aspects of an e-learning course or 

unit which would be recognised as valuable may need quality improvement most (Inglis, 2008). 

Quality enhancement is also “more transformative and it requires a deliberate change process- 

including teaching and learning- that is directly concerned with adding value, improving quality 

and implementing transformational change” (Lomas, 2004, p. 158). 

To enhance the quality of e-learning and best practices several main issues have been 

identified as needing improvement and are listed here: usefulness, perceived ease of use, support, 

and e-learning self-efficacy issues (Weng, Tsai & Weng, 2015, p.188), technical and learning 

environment issues (Madsen, 2003), cultural resistance, technology and lack of interaction 

(Newton, 2007, p. 29), technical difficulties, lack of a sense of community, time constraints, and 

lack of complete understanding of course objectives (Antoine, 2011, p. 34; Song, Singleton, Hill 

& Koh, 2004), cultures and faculty that resist change (Forsyth, Pizzica, Laxton, & Mahony, 2010), 

optimising technology use to enhance the quality of student learning (Krause, McEwen and Blinco, 

2009), regular attendance, suitable technologies and infrastructure and completion of tasks and 

programs  (Hensley & Goldsmith, 2013). 

To overcome issues and enhance the quality of e-learning, several programs have been 

established. The Quality Matters Program has established national benchmarks for e-learning 

practices and has become a nationally recognised institute to certify the quality of online learning 

programs in USA (Butcher, Wilson-Strydom, Uvalić-Trumbić & Daniel, 2013). Also the 

Australasian Council on Open, Distance and e-Learning (ACODE) has provided benchmarks for 
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the quality of technology to enhance e-learning experience in an institution-wide policy, planning 

for institution-wide services and institution-wide support (Sankey, 2014). The main purpose of 

benchmarking and such strategies is to support continuous quality improvement in institutes based 

on action plans. For instance Federation University Australia’s e-learning Plan from 2015-2017 

focuses on several key aspects concerned with striving for and achieving excellence in practice. 

From this point of view, the alignment of practices includes the Australian Skills Quality Authority 

(ASQA) and the Tertiary Education Standards and Quality Agency (TEQSA). Another initiative 

of this institution is alignment of the quality of education followed by external standards to 

establish and maintain quality to ensure fulfilment and reach best applicable practice (Devlin, 

2015). 

The commitment to quality improvement of e-learning needs to be built into a university’s 

cultural context and assessment of e-learning practice to ensure the university continues to change 

and adapt to the needs of its students.  

Ehlers (2009) proposes culturally sensitive frameworks for assuring and enhancing quality 

in e-learning practice (Masoumi, 2010). The claim is that e-learning programs should be relevant 

to the context of the culture in which they have been applied. To get more success from e-learning 

programs, developed countries like the United States of America and Australia attempt to 

investigate how to individualise characteristics, technology and contexts of their e-learning system 

(Anderson & Gronlund, 2009).  

Cultural context and cultural dimensions are essential aspects of e-learning systems that 

both directly and indirectly affect their quality (Edmundson, 2003; Masoumi, 2010).  Therefore 

cultural factors can be seen as the foundation for furnishing improved e-learning systems that can 

modify the whole e-learning structure (Kujala & Lillrank, 2004). Cultural aspects such as 
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educational paradigms, origin of motivation, experimental values, value of errors, role of 

instructor, user activity, learner control, accommodation of individual differences and 

collaborative learning (see Edmondson, 2004; Gamble, 2009; Henderson, 1996; Masoumi & 

Lindström, 2012; Reeves & Harmon, 1994; Washburn, 2012) focus on the pedagogical context of 

e-practice (Reeves & Reeves, 1997) which may be oriented towards either constructivism or 

instructivism. 

Currently, higher education systems and learning environments are changing from 

delivery-centred to learner-centred and from “showing–telling” to “learning-by-doing”; therefore 

it seems that the constructivist approach forms a strong theory on which to base new learning 

environments  more suitable for the 21st century and the cultural dimension (Bednar, 1992; Duffy 

& Jonassen, 2013; Duffy, Lowyck, & Jonassen, 2012; Jacobson, Kim, Lee, Kim & Kwon, 2005; 

Kala, Isaramalai, & Pohthong, 2010; Putnam & Borko, 2000; Stacey, 2012; Tobin, 1993; Young 

& Paterson, 2007). The constructivism perspective takes an individual approach to constructing 

knowledge and conceives learner–learner interaction with the natural world as a way to construct 

their knowledge instead of injecting information and basic literacy which is the practice of 

instructivism (Jonassen, 1991). According to e-learning practice based on constructivism, the 

students, lecturers and providers are actively involved in the pedagogical process and use cognitive 

and social tools for problem solving and knowledge transfer (Kelsey, 2007; Low, 2007; Weeks, 

Clochesy, Hutton & Moseley, 2013; Woo & Kimmick, 2000) . Consequently socio-constructivism 

concepts are the foundation of e-learning technologies in developed countries (Bjekic, Krneta & 

Milosevic, 2010).  

  The principles of constructivist educational theory have come to be central to e-practice 

(Nkonge & Gueldenzoph, 2006) and the influence of constructivist thought on e-pedagogy has 
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provided basic principles of constructivism learning theory (Doolittle, 1999; Hein, 1991) and e-

teaching best practices (Alley & Jansak, 2001; Hacker & Niederhauser, 2000; Keeton, 2004). E-

practice focused on learning and teaching processes is based on a function for operational policies 

and practice standards for virtual learning environments (Kala et al., 2010). According to the 

evidence, the use of practice based on learning and teaching theories can support online learning 

courses by developing a model for the learning and teaching process (Oliver, 2001; Thurmond, 

2002). 

  Further, the comparative approach to cultural issues is one of the main factors for 

enhancement of quality improvement of e-learning practices (Adamson, 2012; Alexander, 

Broadfoot, & Phillips, 1999; Arnove, Torres, & Franz, 2012; Bignold & Gayton, 2009; Bray, 

Adamson, & Mason, 2007; Kubow & Fossum, 2007; Thomas, 1993; Wolhuter, 2008). This 

approach can raise awareness of the differences and make clear the similarities between systems 

and practices in various countries (ibid.).  Comparative study approaches have been shown to be 

predominantly evidenced-based and justified as frameworks of e-learning (Adamson, 2012; 

Alexander, Broadfoot, & Phillips, 1999; Arnove, Torres, & Franz, 2012; Bignold & Gayton, 2009; 

Bray, Adamson, & Mason, 2007; Kubow & Fossum, 2007; Thomas, 1993; Wolhuter, 2008). 

  Therefore given the significance of cultural context in e-learning and the quality 

improvement of its practice, investigation of comparative dominant cultural dimensions of e-

learning practices and assessing e-learning practices such as pedagogical, performance appraisal, 

instructional design, technological, administrative and support service practice in different cultural 

contexts are critically important (Chickering et al., 1987; Commissions, 2001; Dragon, Mavrikis, 

McLaren, Harrer, Kynigos, Wegerif & Yang, 2013; Finger, Jamieson-Proctor, & Watson, 2006; 

FitzPatrick, 2012; Holsapple & Lee‐Post, 2006; Kala et al., 2010; Khan & Granato, 2008; 
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Marshall, 2012; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007; United States Institute for Higher Education Policy, 

2000; Zhao, 2003;Zhou, 2012 ). (see Figure 1.1) 

From this perspective, comparison of e-learning practices between Australian and United 

States institutions with a view to the restructure of higher education would present benefits such 

as a) recognition of best e-learning practices through examining national and international 

experiences and b) application of best national and international e-learning practices provided by 

advanced technology to obtain positive effects on experiences, strategies and approaches involved  

(VET, 2012).  

To conclude, with due attention to fast-growing e-learning programs in the institutional 

and pedagogical structures, there is no doubt that comparative studies on virtual learning 

environments will lead to fundamental change in the educational process, because focusing on a 

variety of opinions and experiences in different systems and cultures would lead to the 

identification of strategic issues (strength, weakness, opportunity, and threat). Also "the use of 

comparative studies has become a prominent feature in policymaking and related processes which 

is characterised by increased technological, information and pedagogical transfer" (Adamson, 

2012, p. 641). 

Purposes of the Study  

Despite the large number of researchers focusing on e-learning issues in recent years, there 

is still limited knowledge about many different issues concerned with e-learning practices in a 

comparative context. Consequently, the main aim of this research is a comparative study of the 

dominant cultural dimensions, e-learning practices and current issues and problems between one 

faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in an American university. This will ultimately 
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improve the quality of online learning courses in an Australian university and an American 

university. To reach this aim the researcher asked three main questions, namely: 

1. What are the dominant cultural dimensions of e-learning practice in an Australian 

and an American university? 

2. What is the current status of e-learning practices in an Australian and an American 

university? 

3. What are the dominant issues of e-learning practices in an Australian and an 

American university? 

It is hoped answers to these question will illuminate 2 main characteristics: cultural aspects 

and e-practice factors. 

The process and structure of  the thesis 

The research process of this study involved firstly, identifying the relevant factors of 

cultural dimensions and the aspects of best practice of e-learning by reviewing relevant documents 

and providing a suitable framework. Secondly, three comparative studies between an Australian 

university and an American university were conducted aligned with the three research questions. 

The results of each study were obtained and subsequently a comparison of the results of each 

individual factor within the American and Australian samples was made and both are presented 

and discussed.  

The first study is concerned with cultural aspects of Australia and the United States of 

America. The two dimensions of objectivism-instructivism and socio constructivism are used to 

help show how these cultural dimensions can be classified within the broader definition of those 

terms.  The second study looked at e- practice aspects of the two countries namely pedagogical, 

performance appraisal, instructional design, technological, administrative and support service 
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practice (see chapter 2). Two quantitative surveys were associated with the first and second 

research questions. The third study addressed the current problems of the two countries’ case 

studies particularly the pedagogical, technological and cultural aspects. To answer the third 

question of research a qualitative approach is used, firmly based within a comparative framework. 

The thesis is organized into six chapters. An overview, stated problem, aim and questions 

of the thesis are provided in the first chapter. The second chapter consists of three parts; the first 

part provides an outline of the context of the study. The aim is to give a brief account of the rapidly 

expanding e-institutions in the light of reality, progress and difficulties by looking at the historical 

situation of e-learning. The second part examines cultural issues in the e-learning practice. 

Initially, it addresses common educational paradigms and then gives an outline of cultural 

dimensions in educational settings.  A cultural model in e-learning practice is mapped out. In the 

third part, e-learning and relevant theoretical frameworks, which we need to consider before 

moving forward, are addressed. Specifically, theoretical and practical research studies in the e-

learning field based on comparative characteristics are described in order to develop an e-practice 

model in online learning courses. Best practice and models up to the present are reviewed based 

on the comparative approach in university environments. 

The third chapter of this thesis presents the dominant cultural orientations of e-practice in 

Australian and American e-learning systems and then compares the results of the two countries. 

The fourth chapter describes the current status of Australian and American e-learning practices. 

The fifth chapter poses the current problems of the two countries. Current problems are discussed 

in relation to the pedagogical, technological and cultural aspects.  
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In the beginning of the third, fourth and fifth chapters the research method are discussed. 

In addition the design and procedures of data collection, descriptive information of participants, 

and the analytical procedures are explained. Finally, the sixth chapter discusses the findings of all 

three studies, and presents the conclusions limitations and recommendations for further studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1. Theoretical Framework 
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CHAPTER 2 : Review of Related Literature 

Introduction 

This chapter presents a review of the literature and consists of three parts. The first part 

traces, via various studies, the historical background and rapid development of e-learning and 

presents some current definitions of the concept. The second part investigates the literature in the 

e-learning field that focuses on cultural issues. An overview of the cultural dimensions in 

educational settings in general and in virtual institutions in particular is presented.  In the third 

part, relevant e-learning theoretical frameworks, which we need to consider before moving 

forward, are addressed. Specifically, theoretical and practical research studies in the e-learning 

field based on comparative characteristics are described in order to develop an e-practice model in 

online learning courses. Best practice and models up to the present are reviewed based on the 

theoretical and practical research in university environments. 

Historical Background 

E-learning began as distance education so, historically, e-learning and distance education 

have been linked together in the literature (Bowles, 2004). Approximately, distance education has 

a history that spans two centuries (Spector, Merrill, Elen, & Bishop, 2008) when the system of 

correspondence education was developed in order to reach a geographically dispersed population 

(Moore & Kearsley, 1996). Distance education encompasses a variety of delivery media, learning 

technologies and online instruction (Allen & Seaman, 2007; Keegan, 1990). It can be argued that 

development of distance education has been linked with the emergence of new technological tools 

and styles (Chaney, 2004). The development of distance education can be articulated in terms of 

various historical developments as indicated in Figure 2.1 (Breitner & Hoppe, 2005). 
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First Generation: the Correspondence Model 

This era is regarded as the first generation of distance education, primarily using printed 

media and having an effect on the pedagogical structure of instruction. It is known as the 

Correspondence Model (Sloman, 2002). This generation is marked by the linear delivery of 

knowledge and information beyond geographical barriers where learning and teaching is organized 

asynchronously (Bramble & Panda, 2008). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Distance learning trends 

Second Generation: the Multi-Media Model 

Radio and television were the emerging technologies in the distance education field in this 

era. During the 1950s, Kansas State College, Purdue University, and Iowa University piloted TV 

programming and Production for distance education (Buckland & Dye, 1991). This era began with 

the widespread use of radio and television as the carriers and presenters of the courses in addition 



 
 

20 
 

to printed material. These media required different teaching and learning strategies and technics, 

which changed the pedagogical structures of the courses (Taylor, 1999). 

Third Generation: the Tele-Learning Model 

With the increased accessibility to television and videoconferencing in the 1980s, many 

postsecondary schools began offering videoconference courses between different campuses 

(Hancock, 1999). These media created a new pedagogical model to deal with the new central 

medium of videoconferencing (Sloman, 2002). 

Fourth Generation: the Flexible Learning Model 

According to Im (2006), this model involves more fully-fledged capacities of World Wide 

Web technologies which provide a three-dimensional e-learning model (anytime, anywhere at any 

pace). The use of the Internet in online learning provided the opportunity for the student to 

experience a learning process that is collaborative, nonlinear, and interactive (Taylor, 1999). 

Students were now able to learn anywhere, anytime and at any pace, encouraging social interaction 

such as collaborative learning and Computer Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL), and 

situated learning (Bramble & Panda, 2008). 

Fifth Generation: the Intelligent Flexible Learning Model 

The still emerging Fifth Generation model of distance education, which is known as the 

Intelligent Flexible Learning Model, is based on on-line delivery systems from the Internet 

(Taylor, 1999). According to Taylor (1999), "The fifth generation of distance education is 

essentially a derivation of the fourth generation, which aims to capitalize on the features of the 

Internet and the Web” (Taylor, 1999, p. 2) .This model has the potential to provide learners with a 

much more personalized educational experience compared to the prior generations of distance 
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education. Currently this generation is identified as involving various blended learning approaches 

(Taylor, 2010) . 

E-Learning Definition 

The rapid growth of e-learning over recent decades has spawned many definitions that 

address different features of the e-learning concept, but most of these definitions focus on the same 

set of features. Some are basic, e.g. E-Learning includes the use of the online tools and other 

technologies to produce materials for education, to teach learners, and also to regulate courses in 

an organization (Fry, 2001).  Others claim the e-learning concept describes a variety of different 

forms of use of digital technologies in pedagogical processes (Fischer, Heise, Heinz,  Moebius & 

Koehler, 2015). Some scholars define e-Learning as any educational offering that makes use of 

ICT for asynchronous, decentralized content presentation and distribution, as well as for 

interpersonal communication and interaction (Holmberg, Bernath & Busch, 2005).  

Some authors argue that e-learning refers to the key frameworks of learning and teaching 

that are enabled in some way by ICT tools to deliver a broad array of solutions with the purpose 

of enhancing knowledge and performance (Mason & Rennie, 2006). In a similar way Stockely 

(2003) argues that e-learning involves the use of a PC in some way to deliver learning and teaching 

material.  Some of the definitions focus on the electronic tools and applications used in the 

processes of learning and teaching in a dynamic and intellectually challenging learning 

environment (Garrison, 2011).  

As explained in the definitions above, “electronic learning” or e-learning presents a wide 

range of online technologies to produce materials for enhancing knowledge and performance of 

education. 
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A number of these definitions focus on social networking communication and  some on the 

electronic tools and applications used in the processes of learning and teaching in a dynamic 

environment. For example: 

The Open and Distance Learning Quality Council in the UK presents e-learning as ‘the 

effective learning process created by combining digitally delivered content with support and 

services” (Masoumi, 2010, p. 46) . 

“E-learning is learning based on information and communication technologies with 

pedagogical interaction between students and the content, students and the instructors or among 

students through the web” (González-Videgaray, 2007; Sangrà, Vlachopoulos & Cabrera, 2012, 

p.3). 

Ministry of Communication and Technology of New Zealand presents e-learning as 

 “ … learning facilitated by the use of digital tools and content that involves some form of 

interactivity, which may include online interaction between the learner and their teacher or peers” 

(Sangrà, Vlachopoulos & Cabrera, 2012, p.3).  

In 2015, Online Learning Consortium defines e-learning based on two key characteristics; 

“they include definitions at both the course level and the program level” and also “they incorporate 

three key parameters: instructional delivery mode, time, and flexibility” (Mayadas, Miller & Sener, 

2016, p.3). These characteristics define e-learning as a new paradigm based on pedagogical 

oriented definitions. In this point of view e-learning refers to “pedagogical processes that utilise 

ICT to mediate both synchronous and asynchronous learning and teaching practices” (Jereb & 

Šmitek, 2006). Therefore e-learning is defined as ICT, computers and networks used to support 

learners to improve their learning and educational processes  (Ellis, Ginns, & Piggott, 2009). 
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Many e-learning definitions are more focused on the instruments used in the new 

environment in the digital age which creates student-centred learning and educational practice, 

offering new more flexible learning methods (Shopova, 2012).  Because some of the definitions 

focus on the technology base rather than pedagogy, it has been stated that “describing e-learning 

in terms of the enabling technologies is not useful as this does not distinguish between the types 

of design features for various e-learning approaches, and more important, between different 

paradigms for teaching and learning” (Jacobson et al., 2005, p. 79). Consequently, it is important 

that the definitions of e-learning cover a broad range of pedagogical dimensions.   

Jacobson et al. (2005) proposed pedagogical dimensions based on types of e-learning: type 

I e-Learning is a delivery-centred paradigm (more traditional approaches) and type II e-Learning 

is a learner-centred paradigm (active engagement in doing activities). The pedagogical dimensions 

of Type I and Type II e-learning are shown in Table 2.1 

Table 2.1 Pedagogical Dimensions of Type I and Type II E-Learning  

Pedagogical Dimension 
Type I E-Learning 

Delivery-centered Paradigm 

Type II E-Learning Learner-centered 

Paradigm 

Learning Mechanism Showing and Telling Learning-by-Doing 

Role of Technology  

 

Delivery of Content and 

Evaluations 

Cognitive Tools, Scaffolding Learning, 

Providing Feedback, Non-linear Access 

to Information Sources, and Supporting 

Collaboration 

Type of Content 

Didactic Written Texts and 

Multimedia Lectures Covering 

Factual Information 

Realistic Texts and Multimedia Cases, 

2D and 3D Simulations and Virtual 

Worlds, Dynamic Computer Models 

Role of Student 
Passively View or Receive 

Content 

Actively Engaged in Problem Solving, 

Projects, and Collaborative Activities 
Control Technology Learner 

Learning Outcomes 

Achievement on Objective 

Memory 

Tests of Factual Information 

Retention 

Ability to Solve New Problems, 

Performance Assessments 

                                                                                                                                                           (Jacobson et al., 2005) 

As can be seen in this table, Type I differs from Type II e-learning in a number of 

dimensions. The pedagogical dimensions of type I focus on learning basic factual information. 

However, the pedagogical dimensions of type II focus on constructing deep understandings of the 
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content and problem solving involving learning-by-doing (Jacobson & Spiro, 1994). Type II e-

learning systems represent advanced research efforts that are exploring ways to design and use 

advanced technologies to support learner centred pedagogies (Jacobson et al., 2005). 

Cultural context in E-learning 

As one of the major foci of this study is the impact of cultural factors on e-learning, this 

section will review the literature relevant to this aspect. Many variables within a particular cultural 

context can impact the design of e-learning such as learner values, student perceptions, styles of 

communication, and desired learning outcomes (McLoughlin, 1999). In fact because cultural 

context is an inevitable aspect of e-learning systems, it both directly and indirectly affects their 

quality (Edmundson, 2003; Masoumi, 2010). Therefore cultural factors can be seen as the 

foundation for furnishing improved e-learning systems that can modify the whole building of an 

online learning environment (Kujala & Lillrank, 2004).  

 

Figure 2.2. The cultural impact on e-learning 

According to Seufert (2002), the cultural impact on e-learning can be viewed from two 

core perspectives: design and use.  

As shown in Figure 2.2, the cultural context impacts on e-learning environments in 

different ways particularly on the areas of Designing and Using. Its impact on design is initially 
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by imposing learning paradigms, organizing resources and so on. It also has an impact on the use 

of online learning in terms of and use of technological acceptance, learning and teaching style and 

scenarios, instructor behaviours (Adelsberger, Collis & Pawlowski, 2013) . 

Rogers, Graham & Mayes (2007) offered the concept of building bridges into e-learning 

as a way that allows for flexibility. Bridges can create an awareness and flexibility in areas such 

as relationships and social and educational expectations. However, the key to being able to build 

bridges into e-learning involves an initial understanding of the key differences in the expectations 

and abilities of learners from different cultures. It is believed that  e-learning environments cannot 

be transferred in an isolated manner without the culture-related roots context in which they are 

produced and created (Wild & Henderson, 1997). 

A large number of studies (cf. Butter, Valenzuela, & Quintana, 2015; Chen, Caropreso, Li 

Hsu & Yang, 2012; Collis, 1999; Edmundson, 2004; Henderson, 1996; Masoumi, 2010; Reeves, 

1994; Usun, 2004) has investigated the importance of cultural issues in online learning.  In fact, 

many mainstream researchers, such as Reeves (1994) and Henderson (1996) have focused 

specifically on designing models for assessing the cultural dimensions of education and 

educational artefacts, including e-learning. 

Henderson (1996) identified a need for understanding different cultural learning 

requirements in regard to instructional design. Based on Reeves’s (1992) model, Henderson (1996) 

developed a comprehensive Multiple Cultural Model for investigating the cultural aspects in e-

learning environments. 

The MCM contains 14 dimensions of learning, depicted by extremes separated by double 

arrows in Figure 2.3. The concept of this model is similar in design to those used by Hofstede 

(2001) and Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998). Henderson (1996) believed these 14 
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dimensions are related and all impact the design of e-learning. Basically, this system is a structure 

of “eclectic paradigm,” which requires designing materials and resources that allow flexibility 

while enabling the learner to learn via interaction and collaboration with resources that reflect 

multiple cultural perceptions, including multiple ways of learning and teaching. It promotes equity 

of learning outcomes via combining and adapting mainstream and non- mainstream cultural 

interests (Gunawardena & Wilson, 2003). 

Using Henderson’s (1996) model, Edmonson (2004) focused on comparing India and 

America, Gamble (2009) compared China and America, Morris (2009) and Washburn (2012) 

analysed Asian and American e-learning systems and Masoumi (2010)  focused on the quality of 

e-learning in an Iranian cultural context .  

A study on the cross-cultural dimensions of globalized e-learning conducted by 

Edmundson (2004) is of particular interest. Edmundson’s study reviewed data from India and the 

United States in an effort to find differences or similarities between learning outcomes, learning 

preferences, and cross-cultural dimensions related to e-learning. Edmundson used the MCM by 

Henderson as the foundation for a questionnaire to generate an understanding of the learner’s 

preferences and perceptions that could help e-learning adapt to a multicultural audience. However, 

some of the dimensions in the original MCM entail relatively similar cultural constructs. For 

instance, the three dimensions, epistemology, pedagogical philosophy and underlying psychology, 

address the underlying educational paradigms (Masoumi, 2010). 

Consequently, a simplified MCM was developed by Edmundson because she believed that 

the strong interrelationships between the first four dimensions of the original MCM represented 

multiple learning paradigms that could be represented as what Edmundson titled a “pedagogical 

paradigm” (Edmundson, 2004, p. 123). 
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Figure 2.3. Henderson’s multiple cultural model 
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As in the original MCM depicted by Henderson (see Figure 2.3), the objectivist–

instructivist paradigm is on the left and the constructivist–cognitive paradigm is on the right. The 

SMCM is depicted in Figure 2.4.  It should also be noted that there may be other cultural 

dimensions that still need to be delineated (Reeves, 1992). 

These models, that map out the cultural orientations in e-learning contexts, provide a 

valuable framework for evaluating and judging an educational setting and provide a profile of the 

e-learning environment. Consequently, each of the cultural dimensions they list, which may be 

either constructivist or instructivist, will be given a brief overview below. 

  

            Objectivism 
            Instructivist 
            Behavioral 

             Sharply-
focused 

 Constructivism 
Constructivist 
Cognitive 
Unfocused 
 

Pedagogical Paradigm 

   
   
 Instructional Sequencing  

Reductionist  Constructivist 
 

 Experiential Value  
Abstract  Concrete 

 
 Role of Instructor  

Teacher proof  Equalitarian facilitator 
 

 Value of Errors  
Errorless learning  Learning from experience 

 
 Motivation  

Extrinsic  Intrinsic 
 

 Accommodation of Individual Differences  
Non-existent  Multifaceted 

 
 Learner Control  

Non-existent  Unrestricted 
 

 User Activity  
Mathemagenic  Generative 

 
 Cooperative Learning  

Unsupported  Integral 
   

 

Figure 2.4. A simplified multiple cultural model by Edmundson (2004) 
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Pedagogical Paradigm (Objectivism vs. Constructivism) 

The Pedagogical Paradigm is concerned with theoretical enquiries into the nature of 

knowledge and teaching. The Pedagogical Paradigm also includes underlying educational 

paradigms that are embedded in the cultural context such as epistemology, pedagogical philosophy 

and psychology (Masoumi, 2010). Understood broadly, epistemology is concerned with the 

creation, nature, dissemination and limits of human knowledge and so is an essential aspect of 

pedagogy (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 2006). 

Henderson (1996) offered objectivism (instructivism) and constructivism as opposites due 

to the nature of their contrasting assumptions. Objectivist epistemology establishes a definitive 

and transformative structure of knowledge, as opposed to constructivism, which calls for a variety 

of perceptions so that students can construct their own structure of knowledge and way of 

discovering and thinking.  Similarly, in the instructivism/objectivism approach, goals and 

objectives are considered apart from the learner and focus on direct instruction. 

Assessments/evaluations are conducted concretely on the foundation of the given goals. In other 

words instructivists have an opinion on accumulation of knowledge and the role of the instructor 

to facilitate passing that knowledge and skill through clear goals and objectives (Rezaei & Katz, 

2002). However, the focus in constructivism is on the goals and needs of the learners, along with 

their previous experience and their meta-cognitive strategies (Reeves, 1994, pp. 223- 237). In fact 

constructivists believe students build and create new knowledge from previous knowledge (Huang, 

2002). 
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Goal Orientation (Knowledge acquisition and sharply focused vs. knowledge transfer and 

unfocused) 

The objectives of a online course can range from focused and knowledge acquisition 

(focused) to knowledge transfer (unfocused), depending on the goals of the course and the 

expectations of teachers (Masoumi, 2010). Focused and knowledge acquisition strategies 

emphasize clearly delineated goals, while unfocused strategies emphasize self-discovery and 

knowledge transfer (Edmundson, 2004) . 

Experiential Value (Abstract vs. Concrete) 

  The Experiential Value aspect ranges on a continuum from abstract to concrete 

(Edmundson, 2004). Ndoye (2003) and Kolb (1984) pointed out the importance of learning 

through practical, contextualized, learning situations with hands-on learning experiences. Abstract 

learning emphasizes the value of theoretical knowledge while concrete learning encourages real-

life experiences (Washburn, 2012).  

Instructor’s Role (Didactic vs. Facilitative) 

This aspect is placed on a continuum from didactic to facilitative. The teacher’s role may 

vary from being a facilitator of e-learning environments to being a transmitter and source of 

knowledge. The teacher’s “didactic role” in a learning state may strongly scaffold the students and 

learning activities. Correspondingly, the learning audience, independent activity and practice may 

be increased when the lecturer stays in the background of the learning environment, as a facilitator 

(Reeves, 1994). A didactic exposition of learning contrasts with pedagogical techniques that 

facilitate exploratory learning without controlling outcomes (Edmundson, 2004).  A learner that 

prefers the lecturer to provide the knowledge and believes an instructor should be an expert on the 

subject matter would be considered to have a preference for didactic teaching (Smerdon, Burkam, 
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& Lee, 1999).  However, the didactic process is instructor-centred learning and does not place 

importance on the student’s previous experiences (Smerdon, Burkam, & Lee, 1999). The 

facilitative instructor assists students to create knowledge from previous experiences, encourages 

goal setting, creates various teaching methods and styles, promotes self-regulated and self-directed 

learning, and provides continuous response (Holly, Legg, Mueller, & Adelman, 2008). 

Program flexibility or Structure (Teacher-proof vs. Easily modifiable) 

A teacher-proof program restricts instructors from altering or changing instruction, while 

an easily modifiable program allows instructors to adapt instructions to the needs of the students 

(Edmundson, 2004). An instructor-proof curriculum does not allow flexibility or varied 

adaptations. However, an easily modifiable instructional process allows flexibility when needed 

for increased learning and effectiveness such as by varied learning methods, lectures, experiments, 

inquiry learning, field trips, and authentic assessment (Reeves, 1994). 

Value of Errors (Errorless Learning vs. Learning from Experience) 

Under an errorless learning pattern, a learner learns until he/she generates no mistakes. 

This instructional technique does not allow for errors. However, the learning based on the 

experience approach to instruction uses errors as part of the learning and teaching process 

(Edmundson, 2004). Errorless learning refers to avoiding and eliminating incorrect responses and 

also encourages reducing the errors while learning and discovering (Mueller, Palkovic, & 

Maynard, 2007). However, lecturers who believe in the learning with experience approach 

encourage learners to learn from their errors as a process of learning and studying (Reeves & 

Reeves, 1997). 
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Origin of Motivation (Extrinsic vs. Intrinsic) 

The “source of motivation” aspect ranges from extrinsic (outside the learning environment 

and learners) to intrinsic (integral to the learning environment and learners) (Masoumi, 2010). 

Extrinsic motivation stimulates based on aspects outside the individual (Merriam & Caffarella, 

1999). However, “intrinsic motivation originates from within in regard to particular academic 

tasks” (Walker et al., 2006, p. 4). Although intrinsic motivation and the love of learning are 

precisely what attract many learning audiences to learn in learning environments, intrinsic 

motivation mostly takes a backseat to the extrinsic motivational elements that learners consider 

important (Reeves & Laffey, 1999). 

Accommodation of Individual Differences (Non-Existent vs. Multifaceted) 

The impact of individual differences is a very critical factor in the effectiveness of 

educational settings (Masoumi, 2010).  This dimension can be dismissed as non-existent or 

embraced as multifaceted. In some learning environments there is no need for accommodation of 

individual differences because learning and knowledge are structured. However, when 

accommodation of individual differences does exist, knowledge and learning are presented in a 

variety of ways so that students can utilize the instruments that most suit their preferences and 

priorities (Edmundson, 2004). An instructor using a multifaceted accommodation curriculum 

recognizes the different learning attitudes, previous knowledge, experiences, motivations, 

cognitive styles, and learning styles of students. The instructor would also acknowledge and 

accommodate the ways each individual accepts, processes, organizes, and retrieves information. 

While many instructors acknowledge and accommodate the multifaceted instructional process, 

others do not believe in accommodating individual differences. Scaffolding and metacognitive 
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strategies are two practical methods to accommodate individual differences using multifaceted 

practices (Edmundson, 2003; Reeves & Reeves, 1997; Rosenfeld & Rosenfeld, 2004). 

 

Learner Control (Non-Existent vs. Unrestricted) 

In this dimension, the student must either learn along a predetermined path or learn by 

discovery. In other words, the student has either partial or complete control of the learning way 

(Edmundson, 2004). An instructor who considers learner control is non-existent believes that 

learners achieve better feedback and performance with greater degrees of learning control, 

therefore the lecturer dictates the students’ entire learning process (Washburn, 2012).  However, 

less supervision is required by an unrestricted student-control instructor, as the students establish 

their own way, process and decisions about their learning (Chou & Liu, 2005). 

User Activity (Mathemagenic vs. Generative) 

  A mathemagenic approach directs students to access the same material in different paths. 

A generative strategy encourages students to engage in the process of discovering, creating and 

elaborating (Edmundson, 2004). Mathemagenic learning environments only offer activities that 

are relevant to specified lecturer-designated goals, and specific statuses (Rothkopf, 1970). 

However, generative learning emphasizes the students’ control of their educations through creating 

and engagement (Reeves, 1994) . 
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Cooperative Learning (Collaborative Learning vs. Unsupported Learning) 

Learners can work independently and unsupported or they can be encouraged to participate 

via cooperative activities and practices (Gamble, 2009). Collaborative learning refers to 

methodologies and environments in which learners discuss and share concepts related to the 

problems arising (Dillenbourg, 1999). Gokhale (1995) described collaborative learning as “an 

instruction method in which students at various performance levels work together in small groups 

toward common goals” (p.1). However, unsupported learning is believed to encourage individual 

development, including especially critical and creative thinking, and problem- solving. Elias 

(1997) explained how individual learning moves on a continuum and process “toward self-agency 

and authorship” as learners “increasingly recognize their responsibility for their actions, choices, 

and values for the decisions they may make based on those values” (p. 163). In some environments, 

there is no supportive collaborative learning system and in others, it is integrated in learning and 

teaching environments. There is a considerable body of research supporting the benefits of 

collaborative learning and cooperative learning (Reeves & Laffey, 1999) . 

To sum up, from this overview of the main cultural educational paradigms, it is apparent 

that the underlying educational sitting in online environments not only forms part of the design, 

but also shapes the ways and approaches that these environments could be improved and 

developed. Further, by reflecting the contrast between objectivism and constructivism, these 

dimensions characterize both values and practices in educational settings. In the same vein, a 

number of scholars have argued that the most important element of a shift from traditional 

education to online is to acknowledge the change in cultural  aspects such as the nature of the tasks, 

the lecturer’s role in terms of didactic or facilitative (cf. Hase & Ellis, 2001; Reeves & Reeves, 

1997; Wang & Reeves, 2006). 
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Finally the term “culture” as used in this research impacts on e-learning environments in 

different ways particularly on the areas of Designing and Using. As can be seen in Figure 2.1 of 

page 24, according to Adelsberger et al., (2013), its impact on design and settings as educational 

culture is initially by imposing learning paradigms, organizing resources and so on. It also has an 

impact on the use of online learning in terms of and use of technological acceptance, learning and 

teaching style and scenarios, instructor behaviours as cultural issues and sensitivities.  “Culture” 

on the areas of designing and educational siting is a part of the quantitative study while “culture” 

in “Using” and “Cultural issues and Sensitivities” is  part of the qualitative study in this research.  

The next section reviews some theoretical frameworks proposed by various scholars and 

educational institutions on which to base best e-learning practice. 

 

E-learning Practice  

The goal of most researchers in the e-learning field is to provide a comprehensive pattern 

of practice that can be applied to all students and all learning environments based on the success 

and quality of distance education and e-learning (Boud & Molloy, 2013). While cognitive and 

social tools are considered as the main factors of effective education, the quality of both the 

pedagogical and technological content is also viewed as an important issue influencing learning 

practice (Ali, Hodson-Carlton, & Ryan, 2004; Cottrell & Donaldson, 2013; Gerjets & Hesse, 2004; 

Hiemstra, 2009; Kala et al., 2010; Wilkinson, Forbes, Bloomfield, & Gee, 2004). 

According to the evidence, practice based on learning and teaching theories can support 

online courses by developing a model for the learning and teaching process (Oliver, 2001; 

Thurmond, 2002). Although several approaches and learning theories have been recognized in the 

e-learning field including behaviourism (based on observable behaviour-objectivity), cognitivism 
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(based on unobservable behaviour-subjectivity) and constructivism (based on construction of new 

knowledge by doing, problem-based learning, conceptual understanding, problem solving and 

knowledge transfer), currently, the higher education systems and learning environments are 

changing from delivery-centred to learner-centred and from ‘showing–telling’ to ‘learning-by-

doing’, therefore constructivist approaches form a strong theory in new learning environments for 

the 21st century (Bednar, 1992; Duffy & Jonassen, 2013; Duffy, Lowyck, & Jonassen, 2012; 

Jacobson et al.,2005; Kala et al., 2010; Putnam & Borko, 2000; Stacey, 2002; Tobin, 1993; Young 

& Paterson, 2007).  According to e-learning practice based on constructivism, the students, 

lecturers and providers are actively involved in the pedagogical process and use the cognitive and 

social tools for problem solving and knowledge transfer (Kelsey, 2007; Low, 2007; Weeks, 

Clochesy, Hutton, & Moseley, 2013; Woo & Kimmick, 2000) . 

Accordingly, a number of e-practice models based on constructivism in online learning 

courses that might improve the condition of online learning courses in Australian and American 

universities are reviewed below.   

Principles for Good Practice in (1987) 

The American Association of Higher Education (AAHE) provided some Principles for 

Good Practice in 1987 (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). Comparing the models of, and frameworks 

for, practice discussed in more recent studies, it is still valid as a benchmark for the e-learning field 

(Partridge, Ponting, & McCay, 2011). The seven practices outlined are: 

1. Encourage contact between students and faculty; the Internet, e-mail and learning 

management systems. 

2. Develop reciprocity and cooperation among students; co-operative learning online 
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3. Use active learning techniques; communication tools, online activities, electronic 

portfolios. 

4. Give prompt feedback; e-mail, online discussion forum 

5. Emphasize time on task; asynchronous access and computer record keeping of time 

spent. 

6. Communicate high expectations; real life problems and scenarios, public scrutiny of 

work submitted. 

7. Respect diverse talents and ways of learning; variety of learning experiences, anywhere, 

anytime learning. 

Benchmarks for Success in Internet-Based Education in the U.S (2000) 

In 2000 the Institute for Higher Education Policy in the United States developed 

Benchmarks for Success in Internet-Based distance learning. The IHEP research is a 

comprehensive study of guidelines for success in e-learning environments and blended learning 

that include seven categories and 24 benchmarks: (1) institutional support; (2) course 

development; (3) teaching/learning; (4) course structure; (5) student support; (6) faculty support; 

and (7) evaluation and assessment (Phipps & Merisotis, 2000). A large number of studies across 

the world have used this model as a basic framework (e.g. Yeung, 2002; Herman, 2001). 

 Institutional support 

1. A documented technology plan. 

2. The reliability of the technology delivery system is as failsafe as possible. 

3. A centralized system provides support for building and maintaining the distance learning 

infrastructure. 

 Course development 
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1. Guidelines regarding minimum standards are used for course development, design. 

2. Instructional materials are reviewed periodically. 

3. Courses are designed to require students to engage themselves in learning activities. 

 Teaching and learning 

1. Student interaction with faculty and other students. 

2. Feedback to student assignments and questions is constructive and provided in a timely 

manner. 

3. Students are instructed in the proper methods of effective research, including assessment 

of the validity of resources. 

 Course structure 

1. Before starting an online program, students are advised about the program to determine 

self-motivation and course design. 

2. Learning outcomes for each course should be clearly written. 

3. Students have access to sufficient library resources. 

4. Faculty and students agree upon expectations regarding times. 

 Student support 

1. Students receive information about programs  

2.Students are provided with hands-on training to aid them in securing material  

3.Throughout the duration of the course students have access to IT assistance. 

4.Questions directed to student service personnel are answered accurately . 

 Faculty support 

1.Technical assistance in course development is available to faculty. 
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2. Faculty members are assisted in the transition from classroom teaching to online 

instruction and are assessed during the process. 

3. Instructor training and assistance, including peer mentoring, continues through the 

progression of the online course. 

4. Faculty members are provided with written resources to deal with issues arising from 

student use of electronically-accessed data 

 Assessment 

1. The program’s educational effectiveness and teaching/learning process is assessed 

through an evaluation process that uses several methods and applies specific standards. 

2. Data on enrolment, costs, and successful/innovative uses of technology are used to 

evaluate program effectiveness. 

3. Intended learning outcomes are reviewed regularly to ensure clarity, utility, and 

appropriateness. 

The learning sciences framework for e-learning systems (2001) 

Through an extensive review of related literature, Jacobson et al. (2005) attempted to 

develop a model for advanced E-Learning Systems in the Korean Association of Multimedia-

Assisted Language Learning.  This project is related to Learning Sciences Based Design Principles 

that are provided by the U.S. National Science Council to study what students know.  The eight 

principles of this model are (see Jacobson et al., 2005; Magoulas & Chen, 2006): 

1. Provide Contextualized Learning 

2. Provide Scaffolds and Tools 

3. Consider Students’ Preconceptions and Prior Knowledge  

4. Make Organizing Conceptual Structure Explicit 
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5. Provide Formative and Summative Assessment of Learning 

6. Foster Thoughtful Collaborations amongst Communities of Learners  

7. Support Learning-By-Doing 

8. Provide assessment of learning using measures of knowledge transfer  

(Putnam & Borko, 2000). 

The pedagogical dimension in various types of e-learning is one of Jacobson’s main 

concerns and includes learning the mechanism, control, role of technology, role of student, type of 

content and learning outcome (Jacobson et al., 2005). 

 

A benchmark for European virtual campuses (2002) 

In 2002 European Commission DG Education and Culture provided a benchmark for 

European virtual campuses including universities from Romania, Spain, Russia, Slovenia, Portugal 

and Italy. This study focused on eight factors namely: 

1. Learning support: performance of Learning Support Services. 

2. Learning delivery: implementation of learning delivery services . 

3. Learning development: course design and delivery guidelines, authoring tools and 

authoring support systems and central support for content developers. 

4.Teaching capability: implementation, implemented support services; technical support; 

staff training for content systems, IT services to support staff . 

5. Evaluation: evaluation structures and practices, quality standards and monitoring and 

review systems 

6. Accessibility: open access policy for students and staff 

7. Technical capability: implementation structure and practice. 
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8. Institutional capability: institutional ability structures and practices, transfer of research 

and monitoring results to learning management and practice  

(Sangrà, 2002). 

Sloan’s five pillars (2002) 

The Sloan Consortium (now known as the Online Learning Consortium) developed five 

pillars of quality online education. The purpose of Sloan’s five pillars was to support technological 

systems and pedagogical assistance to practices at the educational level. The model of the Sloan 

Consortium (Sloan-C) is based on quality, good pedagogy and effective practices to improve 

online education in the learning process. The elements of this model are: learning effectiveness 

(the curricula and learning resources), access in terms of technological infrastructure (accessibility, 

reliability, quality of access and technical support services), student satisfaction (course quality, 

instructor-learner interaction, peer collaboration, and support services), and academic satisfaction 

(research, professional development and development in Information and Communication 

Technologies [ICT]) and cost effectiveness (Lorenzo & Moore, 2002; Zhao, 2003). These five 

pillars have been used as the basis of a model to evaluate the quality and practice of online learning 

courses in the universities of the United States for many years (Zhao, 2003). 

 

The policies and practices of e-learning in Australia (2005) 

In 2004-2005 the Commonwealth Department of Education developed a study to research 

policies and practices in Australia to provide effective use of technology in the learning process. 

This study included 400 profiles and policies from 10 developed countries in the world, and six 

key factors were extracted as necessary conditions for successful e-learning. These factors are as 

follows: teaching, learning and the curriculum, learning and development, ICT infrastructure, 
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connectivity and Internet, ICT support and innovation (Finger, Jamieson-Proctor, & Watson, 

2006).  

Online learning Success Model (2006) 

Holsapple and Lee‐Post (2006) provide a framework that forms the basis for their online 

learning Success Model (see Figure 2.5). The model includes success metrics developed 

specifically for the online learning systems being examined.  Progress in online learning depends 

on the realization of achievement and practice at each of the 3 phases of the online process: System 

design, System delivery, and System outcome (Holsapple & Lee‐Post, 2006). 

 

 

Figure 2.5. Online learning Success Model 

The critical success factors in online learning (2007) 

Based on Volery and Lord (2000), Selim (2007) focused on critical success factors in 

online learning and confirmatory factor models. This study specified the online learning success 

factors through the perspectives of 538 university students.  In this study the main factors surveyed 

and classified into four divisions were: 
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1. Instructor: IT competency, teaching style and attitude and mindset 

2. Student: time management, discipline, and computer skills and student–student 

interaction 

3. Information technology: IT infrastructure, reliable and capable of providing the courses 

and IT tools (network bandwidth, security, accessibility) 

4. University support: access to technical advice, technical support and administration 

support (Selim, 2007). 

 

 

Khan’s Octagonal framework (2008) 

Khan’s Octagonal framework (2008) is one of the main models of integrated e-learning 

platforms, and has eight dimensions: institutional, pedagogical, technological, interface design, 

evaluation, management, resource support, and ethical institutional factors (Khan & Granato, 

2008). 

1. Pedagogical: Refers to teaching and learning. This dimension addresses issues 

concerning content, audiences, goal and media analysis; design approach; organization and 

methods and strategies of e-learning environments. 

2. Technological: Examines issues of technology infrastructure in e-learning environments. 

This includes infrastructure planning, hardware and software. 

3. Interface Design: Refers to the overall look and feel of e-learning programs. The 

interface design dimension encompasses page and site design, content design, navigation, and 

usability testing. 
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4. Evaluation: Includes both assessment of learners, and evaluation of the instruction and 

learning environment. 

5. Management: Refers to the maintenance of learning environment and distribution of 

information. 

6. Resource Support: Examines the online support and resources required to foster 

meaningful learning environments. 

7. Ethical: Relates to social and political influence, cultural diversity, bias, geographical 

diversity, learner diversity, information accessibility, etiquette, and the legal issues. 

8. Institutional: Issues of administrative affairs, academic affairs and student services 

related to e-learning. 

E- Learning Model (2010) 

In another contribution, Kala et al. (2010) developed the following E-Learning Model 

based on constructivism. In relation to educators’ roles, this study found three factors of 

importance for creating an effective teaching–learning environment: (1) enhancing active learning; 

(2) facilitating social interaction; and (3) creating quality learning materials. In relation to course 

effectiveness, they found course effectiveness entails assessment of e-learning experiences and 

involves the use of two types of evaluation processes: (1) quality of the learning materials; and (2) 

learning outcomes (Kala et al., 2010). 

An analytical framework to support e-learning (2012) 

Marshall (2012) developed the following comprehensive model for strategic practice at the 

level of university in an attempt to create an analytical framework to support e-learning strategy 

development (Marshall, 2012): 

 Six critical roles for leaders and managers of learning and teaching 
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1. Establishing a vision and direction for the development of learning and teaching; 

2. Aligning stakeholders with this vision and direction; 

3. Motivating and inspiring others to commit themselves to this vision and direction; 

4. Planning and budgeting to support the changes required to realize the vision; 

5. Organizing and staffing to ensure that the work required to effect the change can be 

efficiently and effectively transacted;  

6. Monitoring and problem solving to ensure that efforts to realize the vision remain “on-

track.” 

 Four specific contexts in which developments need to occur 

1. Program/course/unit; 

2. Faculty/school/department; 

3. Institution; and 

4. Community/sector 

 Four critical domains of practice in which strategies must be developed and implemented 

1. Curriculum development; 

2. Staff development and support; 

3. Student learning support; and 

4. Institutional enablers (infrastructure) for learning and teaching (organizational, physical 

and technological) 

Key Success Factors of e-learning courses (2012) 

In the study “Key Success Factors of eLearning in Education”, FitzPatrick (2012) identified 

a professional development model to evaluate and support e-learning that has 5 main factors 

namely Technology (availability, connectivity, and reliability), Human (pedagogy, attitude, and 
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communication), Design (content, interface, and framework), Support (feedback, resources, and 

training) and Evaluation (assessment, usability, and quality) (FitzPatrick, 2012). 

Capability Maturity Model of e-Learning (2012) 

Another attempt to provide a professional model for e learning is the Capability Maturity 

Model. Zhou (2012) studied key process areas of e-learning. He investigated key success 

dimensions in a step-by-step process of improvement (FitzPatrick, 2012): 

 

1. Learning: pedagogical aspects of e-Learning 

2. Development: creation and maintenance of e-Learning resources 

3. Co-ordination: processes surrounding the oversight and management of e-learning  

4. Evaluation: processes surrounding the evaluation and quality control of e-learning 

through its entire lifecycle 

5. Organization: processes associated with institutional planning and management 

A web-based platform for pedagogy (2013) 

Dragon et al. (2013) developed a web-based platform for pedagogy. This platform rubric 

was divided into four levels of components (Dragon et al., 2013): 

1.High-level component competency: organisation and leadership (effective groups, 

responsibility for regulating, collective orientation) 

2. A second-level component competency: mutual engagement (share deeper concepts and 

engage in collaborative meaning making) 

3. A third-level component competency: support and evaluate the cost and benefit. 

4. The fourth-level component competency: feedback on the group dynamics and learning 

process  
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To sum up, in this section an extensive range of literature, largely from higher education 

settings, was discussed in order to identify a ‘baseline’ for a framework of practices in e- learning. 

The e-learning practice researches reviewed originated in different theoretical streams. Some of 

them were developed based on benchmarking (Barker, 1999; Khan, 2005; Sangrà et al., 2002; 

Phipps & Merisotis, 2000, etc.), while other e-practice work was based on instructional design 

theory (Khan, 2005) or technology acceptance theory (Volery and Lord, 2000; Selim, 2007), and 

so forth. Given this, it can be said that “practice in e-learning” is a variable phenomenon which 

has been viewed from different perspectives and consequently different aspects have been 

highlighted, and assorted labels such as Benchmarking, Best Practice, Success Condition etc have 

been applied. However, there are large overlaps between the factors of the e-learning practice 

research despite their different approaches. Indeed, it is hard to target specific factors with discrete 

approaches because the factors and elements are intermeshed (Oliver, 2003). 

Summary of studies reviewed 

Table 2.2. has shown the key factors that are contributing to e-learning practice. The 

models and guidelines that have been illustrated below are congruent with practical knowledge, 

and are understandable as best practices based on scientific available evidences. To develop and 

reach a comprehensive framework for enhancing and assuring practice in e-learning in the present 

study, a collection of the “previous highlighted evidence” has been reviewed.  
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Table 2.2 Summary of studies reviewed 

E-practice  Categories 

(American Association of Higher Education) 
Chickering et al.,(1987) 

Principles for Good Practice 

 

Encourages contacts between students and faculty 

Develops reciprocity and cooperation among students. 

Uses active learning techniques. 
Gives prompt feedback. 

Emphasizes time on task. 

Communicates high expectations. 

Respects diverse talents and ways of learning. 

(Higher Education Policy in the U.S) Phipps & 

Merisotis(2000) 

Benchmarks for Success in Internet-Based Education 

 

Institutional support 

Course development 

Teaching/learning  

Course structure 

Student support 

Faculty support 

Evaluation and assessment 

(European Commission DG) Sangrà (2002) 

A benchmark for European virtual campuses 

 

Learning support 

Learning delivery 
Learning development 

Teaching capability 

Evaluation 

Accessibility 

Institutional capability 

 

The model of Sloan Consortium (Sloan-C)(2002) 

Quality, good pedagogy and effective practices 

Learning Effectiveness 

Cost Effectiveness 

Access 

Academic satisfaction 

Student satisfaction 

 

(Commonwealth Department of Education) Finger et 

al., (2006) 
The policies and practices of e-learning in Australia  

 

Teaching, learning and the curriculum 

Learning and development 

ICT infrastructure 
Connectivity and Internet  

ICT support and Innovation 

(National Research Council) Putnam & Borko (2000) 

The learning sciences framework for e-learning 

systems 

Provide contextualized learning 

Provide scaffolds and tools 

Students’ preconceptions and prior knowledge  

Organizing conceptual structure explicit 

Summative assessment of learning 

Collaborations amongst communities of learners  

Support learning-by-doing 

Assessment of learning and knowledge transfer  

  

Jacobson et al (2005) 

The pedagogical dimension in the types of e-learning  

Role of Technology 

Type of Content 

Role of Student 

Control 
Learning Outcomes 

 

Holsapple and Lee‐Post (2006) 

Online learning Success Model 

System design 

System delivery 

System outcome 

 

Volery and Lord (2000), Selim (2007) 

The critical success factors in online learning  

Instructor 

Student interaction 

Information technology 

http://www.benvic.odl.org/
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 University support 

 

Khan’s Octagonal framework (2008) 

models of integrated e-learning platforms 

 

Institutional factor 

Pedagogical factor 

Technological factor 

Interface design factor 

Evaluation factor 

Management factor 

Support 
Ethical institutional Factor 

Kala et al. (2010) 

E- Learning Model  

Educator’s roles 

Course effectiveness 

Marshall (2012) 

An analytical framework to support e-learning    

Six critical roles for leaders and managers 

Four specific contexts  

Four critical domains of practice 

 

FitzPatrick (2012)  

Key Success Factors of eLearning in Education 

 

Technology  

Human resource 

Design  

Support  

Evaluation  

Zhou (2012) 

Capability Maturity Model of e-Learning  

Pedagogy 

Development 

Co-ordination 

Evaluation 
Organization 

Dragon et al. (2013) 

A web-based platform for pedagogy  

Organization and leadership  

Mutual engagement  

Support  

Feedback  

 

E-Practice Framework 

Drawing from the table above, an e-practice framework is constructed on two levels, 

consisting of “factors” and “sub factors” to underpin best practice. Specifically, the framework is 

divided into six main factors and 29 sub-factors as listed below: 

Pedagogical practice: Student-centred interactivity, socio-communication, learning 

environment, assessment and learning resources. 

Technological practice: Technological infrastructure, functionality of platforms, 

accessibility, user interface design and reasonably. 

Instructional design practices: Clarifying expectations, personalisation, learning scenarios, 

organizing resources and quality and accuracy. 
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Organisational practices: Institutional affairs, administrative affairs, research and 

development (R&D), precedent and reputation. 

Support services practices: Administrative support services, technical support services and 

academic support services. 

Performance appraisal practices: Cost- effectiveness, learning effectiveness, satisfaction. 

Each of these factors and sub-factors, based on the reviewed practice studies and the 

literature review, will now be briefly described. 

Pedagogical Practice Factor  

This factor, which addresses the process of learning and teaching in terms of how learning 

and teaching is done, is at the core of e-learning environments (Masoumi, 2010). According to 

studies reviewed such as Chickering et al. (1987), Sangrà (2002), Finger et al. (2006), Khan (2008) 

and Zhou (2012), the pedagogical factor is considered to be the most critical in practice. It has five 

sub-factors. 

Student centre interactivity 

Student success can be significantly affected by active engagement in such practices as 

learning interactivity and integrating past experiences (Chickering & Ehrmann, 1996). Interaction 

and discussion are at the core of a learning and teaching process that can create opportunities for 

networking and encourage dialogue between and among all the actors in an online learning 

classroom. According to studies by Chickering & Ehrmann (1996), Phipps & Merisotis (2000), 

Commissions (2001), Chou (2002) and Zhao (2012), the main focus of student centre interactivity 

is on student centre practices and activities, interactive networks and discussion  in the classroom 

between and among all the actors. 
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Socio-communication  

Socio-communication effectiveness has been defined in a variety of ways (Spitzberg & 

Hurt, 1987; Wiemann, 1977).  Socio-communicative orientation concerns “one’s approach 

towards others and how one perceives him/herself, and is much less descriptive of how a person 

actually behaves” (Frymier, 2005, p. 199). Socializing and building a concept of community 

attracts and retains students in online learning settings (Marshall, 2006). A competitive 

environment, effective communication, facilities and opportunities for good communication and 

social interactive tools are counted as influential factors in the success of e-learning (cf. Reeves & 

Reeves, 1997; Oliver, & Herrington, 2007; Frymier, 2005; Zhao, 2012). 

Learning environment 

Environmental learning facilities allude to locations, contexts, settings and cultures in 

which students learn (Fraser & Fisher, 1994). Students who keenly support the collaborative wiki 

tool are successful at using it to complete unit tasks in a flexible online environment (Raitman, 

Augar, & Zhou, 2005). Creating and improving a sense of space and feeling at home could be 

important elements in reducing the dropout rate between online students (Masoumi, 2010). A 

flexible environment system and environmental learning facilities are the main factors of an 

effective learning environment (cf. Achtemeier & Simpson, 2005; Raitman, Augar, & Zhou, 

2005).  

Assessment 

Assessment can focus on the students’ progress, the learning community, teacher practices, 

e-learning systems and organisation. The assessment of learning in online programs requires 

policies, practice and tools that are clear, valid, reliable, and can be automatically administered 

and scored (cf. Thompson, Braude, Canfield, Halfond & Sengupta, 2015). “Assessment in e-
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learning can be carried out in different modes by teachers, peers, by means of self-assessment as 

well as the students’ portfolios” (Masoumi, 2010, p.196). Assessment in online programs, though, 

can be challenging due to problems of classroom feedback, academic honesty, plagiarism and 

feedback on assessment results (cf. Gáti & Kártyás, 2011; Kala et al., 2010; McKinnon et al., 2000; 

Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Wahlstedt, Pekkola  & Niemelä., 2008).  

Learning resources  

Having adequate contents is a necessary priority in academic setting. Hostager’s (2014) 

research findings show that adequate learning resources and services have a positive effect on the 

grades that students earn in e-learning programs (Hostager, 2014). E-learning providers  are 

expected to provide a variety of e-resources  to support learners’ learning practices and activities 

(cf. Finger et al., 2006; FitzPatrick, 2012; Kala et al., 2010; Khan & Granato, 2008; Marshall, 

2012; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000). 

Instructional Design Practices (curriculum) Factor  

According to Gagne, Wager, Goals, & Keller (2005) and Laurillard (2013), this factor is 

“an iterative process that refers to the structuring and arranging of resources and procedures used 

to promote learning in an institution” (Masoumi, 2010, p.190). Instructional design issue is “the 

first important one related to usability and efficiency of a user interface” (Skalka, Drlik & Svec, 

2012, p.3). One of the best e-practices is related to the instructional design issue which concerns 

the framing of all the elements of the learning process in order to create effective learning and 

teaching environments (cf. Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Finger et al., 2006; Putnam & Borko, 2000; 

Marshall, 2012). It has five sub-factors. 
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Clear expectations  

Learning audiences tend to focus more on learning when e-learning programs are organized 

with clear expectations (Ku, Akarasriworn, Rice, Glassmeyer, & Mendoza, 2011). Clear 

explanation is a key to successful e-learning programs because clear explanation helps to prevent 

misunderstanding of content of learning and tasks (Lee, 2014). Clear objectives, expectations  and  

syllabi prefigure unity between learning activities by describing the learning content, the actions 

to be taken or performed and how these will be assessed  (cf. Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Holsapple 

& Lee-Post, 2006; Kala et al., 2010; Khan & Granato, 2008; Marshall, 2012; Lee, 2014) 

Learning scenarios 

Present scenarios of e-learning programs are taking advantage of online web technologies 

to connect learners and facilitate sharing information in an interoperable way for satisfactory 

learning experience based on effective scenarios (Santos and Boticario, 2015). As Marshall (2006)  

explained, the online scenario, which can be considered to be an educational  technique, can shape 

and influence every part of the learning process, both as a means of understanding how students 

learn and as tools for guiding the design and aligning of learning activities and practices (Masoumi, 

2010). The scenarios of online learning should be selected based on the goals of the course, content 

of modules and effective instructional strategies (cf.Chickering et al., 1987; Duffy et al., 2012; 

FitzPatrick, 2012; Kala et al., 2010; Oliver, 2001). 

 

Accuracy of resources 

The accuracy of resources sub factor is an important one which is related to the reliability 

of the instructional materials in e-learning (cf. Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Holsapple & Lee-Post, 

2006; Zhao, 2012). 
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Organizing resources 

Organizing resources incorporates different activities and practices, e.g. sorting or 

grouping resources of interest in a personal classification system, storing of organized content, at 

least for the time of use and sharing of the arranged content with peers (Seidel, 2014, p. 6). 

According to Oliver (2001), Holsapple & Lee-Post (2006) and  N. Lee & Rozinah (2009), the main 

quality issues concerning organizing and structuring learning resources can ultimately determine 

the effectiveness and efficiency of the learning environment (Masoumi, 2010). 

Virtual personalization 

In order to improve success in e-learning practice, additional interventions in online 

programs need to be explored, including those that increase student motivation via personalization 

(Pemberton and Moallem, 2013). As Martinez (2010) explained, “personalization uses student-

specific approaches to address individual needs and expectations to support and promote 

individual learning success” (Pemberton & Moallem, 2013, p. 908). In fact students’ motivation 

increases as a result of a personalized link between the students and the content, and is directly 

affected by the manner in which the content is presented to the students (Wlodkowski, 1999). 

Virtual environments based on students’ needs and interests directly affect the learning and 

teaching process (Klašnja-Milićević, Vesin, Ivanović, & Budimac, 2011; Marshall, 2012; Weld, 

Adar, Chilton, Hoffmann, & Horvitz, 2012; Pemberton and Moallem, 2013). 

 

Technological Practice Factor  

Studying technological factors and infrastructures in e-learning practices will involve 

paying attention to the interconnectedness of artifacts and tools and seeing the different tools as 

part of and embedded in social, institutional, and technological arrangements (Guribye, 2015). The 
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IT infrastructure is viewed as a ‘web’ of equipment, or app whose efficiency can be determined in 

terms of availability and reliability, providing adequate functionalities, integration into the existing 

infrastructure (Guribye, 2005). Based on a large number of studies in this area (cf. Finger et al., 

2006; FitzPatrick, 2012; Guribye, 2015; Holsapple and Lee-Post, 2006; Jacobson et al., 2005; 

Khan, 2008; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007; Volery and Lord, 2000 ) , it has five sub-factors. 

 

Technological development  

An important aspect of infrastructure development for learning purposes is attention to how 

social and pedagogical arrangements are related to the tools and technologies of a given setting 

(Guribye, 2015). Technological development includes infrastructural development and IT 

development (cf. Dragon et al., 2013; Finger et al., 2006; FitzPatrick, 2012; Holsapple & Lee-Post, 

2006; Khan & Granato, 2008; Lorenzo & Moore, 2002; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Selim, 2007) . 

Functionality of platforms  

The functionality of a learning management system is key to administrating training activities and 

delivering online training (Guribye, 2015).  The functionality of infrastructure includes e-learning 

platforms and LMS capabilities (cf. Wirth 2005 & Guribye, 2015). 

Accessibility 

“Broadly speaking, accessibility usually goes beyond computers and 

connections”(Masumi, 2010, p;188). Accessibility facilitates the delivery of learning materials and 

is concerned particularly to include those students who may not have equal access through some 

form of disability . The e-accessibility can, with sufficient planning and system wide approaches 

being adopted,  help promote the inclusion of learners with various disabilities and problems (Di 

Iorio, Feliziani, Mirri, Salomoni &Vitali, 2006). There has been research related to the e-
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accessibility needs and problems of learners with disabilities, including online programs, where 

the students were supported by campus disability service providers and other support services 

(Stodden, Roberts, Picklesimer, Jackson, & Chang, 2006). These included assistive technologists 

and disability officers aiding the e-learning experiences of students (Thompson, 2004). 

Flexibility, unlimited and easy access to technology and networks are the main key items in the 

accessiblity subfactor area. (Commissions, 2001; Fichten, Asuncion, Barile, Ferraro, & Wolforth, 

2009; Lau, Yen, Li, & Wah, 2014; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007). 

Reasonable 

Reasonable includes sharing educational material, ensuring future development, guidelines, 

strategies of information technology (Díez, Díaz, & Aedo, 2012; Lavrischeva & Ostrovski, 2012; 

Marshall, 2012; Selim, 2007). 

User interface design  

User interface design includes platforms based on a user-friendly environment, platforms 

based on self-evidence and predictability, platforms based on learning activities going smoothly 

and effectively, based on highly standardized navigation (cf. Guo, Qian, Guan, & Wang, 2010; 

Guo, Wang, Moore, Liu, & Chen, 2009; Holsapple & Lee‐Post, 2006; Rosenbaum, 2013). 

This way of approaching infrastructures as a set of resources in networked form clearly 

builds on and adds to the picture of infrastructure conveyed through the studies just cited. Although 

there are many similarities between knowledge work and educational activities or learning 

practices, there are also some key differences in the focus and the object of the activities. Although 

I argue that we can borrow from the perspective of infrastructure as relational and ecological and 

bring the same sensitivities to the study of networked learning and technology-enhanced learning, 
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there are some inherent concerns within these fields that must be considered, such as the notion of 

a pedagogical approach (Guribye, 2015). 

 

Organisational Practice Factor 

Within the higher education system, e-learning becomes an organisational practice focused 

on institutional policy and processes (De Freitas & Oliver, 2005). As Marshall (2006) discussed, 

a successful online program depends on explicit organisational strategies and aims, along with 

well-established  procedures and effective rules and standards (Masoumi, 2010). Institutional 

affairs, administrative affairs, research & development and precedent and reputation  are the four 

main sub factors related to organisational practice (cf. Dragon et al., 2013; Khan, 2008; Novak, 

2002; Sangrà, 2002). 

Institutional affairs  

Institutional affairs and clear and effective practice are focused on structures and practical 

procedures  such as students’ affairs and online programs (Oliver, 2003). 

Precedent and reputation 

University e-learning reputation is an important element related to organizational success 

or failure. In fact as Moore (2005) discussed, the successful implementation of programs and 

organisational policies is one of the clear ways to achieve precedent and reputation. 

Administrative affairs  

 “The institutional dimension of e-learning is concerned with issues of administrative 

affairs related to e-learning” (Khan, 2005, p. 25). A large number of studies such as  Frydenberg 

(2002), Inglis (2005) and Wirth (2005) showed that supportive administrative affairs have a strong 

effect on establishing and maintaining quality in learning systems.  
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Research and development (R&D) 

As Dirr (2003) and Kyvik (2009) discuss, the interdependence of R&D is the foundation 

of educational success (Masoumi, 2010). In fact the sub-factor of R&D focuses on research 

opportunities and facilities based on strategies and goals in the e-learning program system. 

Support Services Practice Factor 

A help desk support service is an important practical strategy for more effective online 

programs and also it contributes to student university success (Karabenick & Newman, 2013; 

Schworm & Gruber, 2012). Moore and Fetzner (2009) synthesized a variety of student support 

factors that have contributed to high course completion rates, including personalized access to 

administrative and programmatic contacts; advisors and coaches; online and/or on-campus 

orientations to online learning; a 24/7 technical support help desk; academic support and tutoring; 

and enabling students to support each other through online community websites, courses or student 

associations (Milman, Posey, Wright and Zhou, 2015, p.7). In fact both learners and teachers need 

an academic or technical service and successful support in e-learning programs (Schworm & 

Gruber, 2012). Academic or pedagogical, administrative and technical support services are the 

three main kinds of support, especially in the learning and teaching process and problem solving 

(cf. Finger et al., 2006; FitzPatrick,.2012; Khan, 2008; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Sangrà, 2002; 

Selim, 2007; Volery and Lord, 2000). 

Technical support 

An IT support service is an integral part of any successful online program for all learners, 

lecturers and providers (Masoumi, 2010). In fact for lecturer and student-related technical 

problems, help desk, fast feedback and technical problem solving  are the main issues in this sub 
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factor (cf. Dragon et al., 2013; Finger et al., 2006; FitzPatrick, 2012; Khan & Granato, 2008; 

Lorenzo & Moore, 2002; Marshall, 2012; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007). 

Administrative support 

An understanding of the e-learning program learners’ perspective related to administrative 

support was identified in the studies as important to student performance and retention (Milman et 

al., 2015). In fact the university system needs administrative services (such as financial, supplies, 

control, accountability system and resources) supporting all enquiries based on student priority (cf. 

Calvo 2007; Milman et al., 2015; Sims et al., 2002). 

Academic support services 

The students of e-learning programs require academic and tutoring assistance toward 

effective and successful learning (Milman et al., 2015). Academic support services with a special 

emphasis on  e-Learning pedagogical and professional procedures are needed in the learning and 

teaching process rather than simply technological support services (Marshall, 2006). According to 

studies like Ellis and Calvo (2007) and Milman et al. (2015) it is necessary for a successful learning 

and teaching process in an online environment. 

 Performance Appraisal Practice Factor 

A performance appraisal e-learning practice is a core part of the educational setting and 

system of a university. Performance appraisal practice, “as a meta-indicator, is used to stress the 

ability of an institution to produce the desired result as measuring criteria for how, and the extent 

to which, it meets the demands at different levels” (Masoumi & Lindström, 2012, p. 34).  Learning 

effectiveness, satisfaction and cost-effectiveness are the main sub factors related to e-learning 

evaluation and performance appraisal (cf. FitzPatrick, 2012; Kala et al., 2010; Khan, 2005; 

Merisotis, 2000; Phipps & Sangrà, 2002; Sloan-C, 2002 and Zhou, 2012). 
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Cost- effectiveness 

The strategy of e-learning is considered a cost-effective way to allow distant learners to 

have access to online programs (Aguti, Walters & Wills, 2014).  Along with development of online 

learning programs, the analysis of cost-effectiveness based on budgetary constraints, limited time 

frame, logistical boundaries and providing effective and satisfactory proportions is necessary and 

a main priority (cf. Masoumi & Lindström, 2012; Moore, 2005 and Sloan-C, 2002) .  

Learning effectiveness  

One of the important concerns of e-learning providers is effectiveness of performance and 

outcome of learning programs in the online environment (Masoumi & Lindström, 2012). Learning 

effectiveness studies have focussed on different ways to assess the effectiveness of any 

intervention in the learning and teaching process such as learners’ features, prior experience, and 

interactive discussions and feedback on performance, standards of quality of outcomes (cf. Aguti 

et al., 2014; Khan, 2010; Marshall, 2006). 

Satisfaction 

The results of several studies showed that satisfaction is an important and influential component 

in the quality of e-learning programs (cf. Chen, Su, Wu, Shieh & Chiang, 2011; Marki, Maki, 

Patterson & Whittaker, 2000; Wang, 2003). Achieving satisfactory performance, motivation to 

achieve outcomes and e- learning experience satisfaction are the main effective elements related 

to students and lecturer performance improvement in online programs (cf. Al-Huneidi & Schreurs, 

2011; Alzahrani & Ghinea, 2012; Chickering et al., 1987; Holsapple & Lee-Post, 2006; Juwah, 

Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; 2013; Marshall, 2012; Zhao, 2003). 
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This chapter was organized into three parts. An overview of the literature dealing with historical 

background, e-learning definition, cultural context in e-learning and theoretical and practical 

research studies were provided. 

 The following chapters present the results of the qualitative and quantitative studies 

undertaken in this study. One of those is an Australian university and the other is American. The 

results of the two countries studied are then compared. This comparative study adopted a mixed 

method case study research design. The current status and the dominant cultural dimensions of e-

learning practice were investigated in the two universities using a predominantly quantitative 

methodological approach. The four major aspects of e-learning practice, namely pedagogy, 

culture, technology and e-practice, were investigated by applying a qualitative method. 

The qualitative approach undertaken in this study predominantly involved interviews by 

the researcher. “As noted by Creswell and Plano Clarke (2007), qualitative data is made up of 

open-ended information primarily gathered from participant interviews”(Bagnall, 2015, p.29). 

According to the methodological assumptions underpinning a qualitative study these include: 

using inductive logic, researching the topic within its context and using an emerging design 

(Creswell, 2013). The methodological approach to the study of the current state of e-learning 

practice is firmly based within this comparative context. The main strategy of the comparative 

framework “… has to progress from accurate description to analysis, and from that to the forming 

of generalizations about the working of educational systems”(Grant, 1999, p. 66).  In addition to 

adopting a mixed methodology, as mentioned earlier, the researcher considered a case study 

approach as an appropriate research design for conducting this study. The purpose of a case study 

is to provide an analysis of a contemporary phenomenon to gain a robust description and analysis 

of a single case or unit (Merriam, 1988). “Studies of a phenomenon as subtle and complex as the 
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learning of science require in-depth examination of individual learners” (Taber, 2000, p.469). 

However, it is often considered that analytics researches are not generalizable as the results can 

only claim any credibility in the setting of the particular cases researched (Walker 1980), although 

it is recognized that they may well provide insights of wider value. However, “… other authors 

expand the definition of generalizability beyond its traditional normative meaning (‘statistical 

generalization’), to include ‘analytical generalization” (Taber, 2000, p.470).  This “involves a 

reasoned judgement about the extent to which the findings from one study can be used as a guide 

to what might occur in another situation” (Kvale, 1996, p. 233). 

The adoption of such a methodology means that generalizability from the case studies may 

be problematic. It may be argued that generalizability can be increased by the strategic selection 

of cases studies. (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Merriam (1988) noted the true value of a case study is the 

intimate relationships that exist within that unit that the researcher has access to (Merriam, 1988; 

Stake 1995). Yin (2014) noted the challenges of case studies are rigor and generalizability. Mixing 

qualitative and quantitative research adds to the richness of case study research (Creswell, 2013). 

Investigating an Australian university and an American university and their e-learning practices 

through a qualitative method, constitutes an urgent endeavor because quantitative methods only 

provide superficial feedback. Therefore, it is important that the superficial findings generated from 

quantitative research about both countries online learning programs be complemented with 

qualitative research, which can provide more complexity and a richer picture of the current e-

practice issues under investigation.  The next chapter of the thesis presents the dominant cultural 

orientations of e-learning in one Australian university and one American university. 
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CHAPTER 3 : The Dominant Cultural Dimensions in Comparative Context 

 

Introduction 

E-learning, as argued, is influenced by culture and thus embedded in a cultural context. 

Correspondingly, it is impossible to decontextualize and separate these initiatives from their 

context and the circumstance in which they are going to be used. In a same vein, teaching and 

learning are embedded in the cultural context and, as Henderson (1996) put forward, cannot and 

do not exist outside of cultural contexts. Subsequently, cultural dimensions are an integral part of 

every aspect of the educational system including e-learning (Edmundson, 2003). 

Ehlers (2009) provided a culturally-sensitive model for enhancing quality in online 

learning  programs (Masoumi, 2010). The claim is that e-learning programs should be relevant to 

the context of the culture in which they have been applied. To achieve greater success from e-

learning programs developed countries like the United States of America and Australia attempt to 

investigate how to individualise characteristics, technology and contexts of their e-learning system 

(Anderson & Gronlund, 2009).  

Cultural context and cultural dimensions are essential aspects of e-learning systems that 

both directly and indirectly affect their quality (Edmundson, 2003; Masoumi, 2010). Therefore 

cultural factors can be seen as the foundation for furnishing improved e-learning systems that can 

modify the whole e-learning structure (Kujala & Lillrank, 2004).  Cultural aspects such as 

educational paradigms, origin of motivation, experimental values, value of errors, role of 

instructor, user activity, learner control, accommodation of individual differences and 

collaborative learning (see Edmondson, 2004; Gamble, 2009; Henderson, 1996; Masoumi & 

Lindström, 2012; Reeves & Harmon, 1994; Washburn, 2012) focus on the pedagogical context of 
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e-practice (Reeves & Reeves,1997) which may be oriented towards either constructivism or 

instructivism. 

A large number of studies (cf. Butter, Valenzuela, & Quintana, 2015; Chen, Caropreso, Li 

Hsu & Yang, 2012; Collis, 1999; Edmundson, 2004; Henderson, 1996; Reeves, 1994; Usun, 2004;  

Masoumi & Lindström, 2012 ) have investigated cultural issues in online learning. In fact many 

researchers, such as Reeves (1994), Henderson (1996) and McLaughlin (2000) have focused 

specifically on designing models for assessing the cultural dimensions of education and 

educational artefacts, such as e-learning. 

The first aim of this current research is to compare the dominant cultural dimensions 

between one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university in order to 

ultimately improve the quality of online learning courses in Australian and American universities. 

Accordingly, Edmundson’s questionnaire addressing the cultural dimensions was adopted. To 

provide a comprehensive understanding of the cultural dimensions, these dimensions are 

summarized in Table 3.1. 

The results of this study are reported by considering these factors based on student, lecturer 

and administrative staff perspectives (See method section for more information) . Each factor 

based on these variables has been analysed separately in each country and then the results of 

comparing the countries on that factor are reported to identify similarities and differences in their 

dominant cultural dimensions.  

The last part of this study is the discussion. In the discussion the final conclusion regarding 

the results, their means as well as a short summary of other research that has been conducted 

previously are reported. Because the researcher could not locate any research comparing Australia 

and America based on their cultural dimensions, the results of comparing other countries and 
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America have been summarised for each factor drawn from the work of Edmonson (2004) who 

has focused on comparing India and America, Gamble (2009) who compared China and America, 

Morris (2009) and Washburn (2012) who analysed Asian and American e-learning systems. At the 

end of the discussion some limitations of the current study are described and some suggestions for 

further research are provided. 

 

Table 3.1 Cultural Dimensions 

Dimensions Instructivism Constructivism 

Educational paradigm Behavioural approach 

Predetermined goals based on  knowledge 

acquisition 

Constructivist approaches  

unfocused Goals based on knowledge 

transfer 

Experimental values Learning practices based on abstract 

approaches  

Learning practices based on  real 

world 

Role of instructor lecturer-centred teaching student-centred teaching 

Value of errors Fulfill a instruction course without making 

mistakes 

mistakes as part of the 

learning process 

Origin of motivation External interest and needs 

 

Internal  motivation and  true desire 

Accommodation of 

Individual Differences 

Single –faceted consideration on learners 

affective and physiological differences 

accommodated in learning environments 

Multi-faceted  consideration on  

learners’ needs and preferences 

based on  affective and physiological 

differences 

Learner control Students learning program is 

predetermined and fully controlled 

Students have power to choose what 

section, and/or what paths to follow. 

User activity Students  access various 

representations of content limited in  
predetermined path 

Students engage 

in the learning process for creating 
and managing 

knowledge as main user 

Collaborative learning limited support and no facilities for setting 

up collaborating learning 

Variety of different facilities and 

support are provided for setting up 

collaborative learning 

 

Method 

Participants  

205 participants from one faculty in an Australian University (n =99) and one faculty in an 

American University (n =106) were recruited to participate in this study through an online 

invitation email requesting volunteers. From Australia, 46 participants were female, and 53 were 
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male. They reported their age as 20-30 years (n = 34), 30-40 years (n = 44) and 40-50 years (n = 

21). Seventy participants were students, 18 were lecturers and 11 were administrative staff. They 

reported their online experiences based on two categories namely beginner to average (people who 

have participated in 1-4 courses; n = 35), and average to expert (people who have participated in 

up to 4 courses; n = 64). From United States of America, 61 participants were female, and 45 were 

male. They reported their age as 20-30 years (n = 35), 30-40 years (n = 41) and 40-50 years (n = 

30). Seventy two participants were students, 21 were lecturers and 13 were administrative staff. 

Participants reported their online experiences as beginner to average (n = 64), and average to expert 

(n = 42). Normality of distributions and homogeneity of variances were checked. The results 

indicated no outlier. Table 3.2 is a summary of the demographic makeup of the participants of both 

countries. 

 

 

Measures 

To explore the comparative evaluation of e-learning e-practice factors in an Australian 

university and a USA university , a researcher-constructed survey was applied consisting of 18 

questions measuring 6 cultural pedagogical factors namely educational paradigm, collaborative 

learning, value of errors and accommodation of individual differences and role of instructor and 

Table 3.2 Demographic information  based on  Country 

Country Gender N Age N Position N Experience N 

AUS 

Female 46 20  to 30 34 Student 70 beginner to average 35 

Male 53 30  to 40 44 Lecturers 18 average to expert 64 

--- --- 40  to 50 21 Staff 11 --- --- 

Total 99 

USA 

Female 61 20  to 30 35 Student 72 beginner to average 64 

Male 45 30  to 40 41 Lecturers 21 average to expert 42 

--- --- 40  to 50 30 Staff 13 --- --- 

Total 106 

All Total                                                205 
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learner control. Each factor was measured by two or three questions with two statements which 

examined different dimensions of instructivism or constructivism. Reliability, content validity and 

construct validity of this questionnaire have been reported by Edmundson (2004).  

Because this questionnaire did not cover different dimensions of cultural-pedagogical 

construct, three more factors from Masumi (2012) were added to the Edmundson questionnaire 

which have been included in this research study. 

 Further, three more factors namely experimental values, user activity and origin of 

motivation have been taken from Reeves (1994) and Henderson (1996) and added to the main 

questionnaire. Similar to the Edmundson questionnaire, these factors have been represented by 

two or three items with two statements to measure the dimensions of instructivism and 

constructivism, so the final questionnaire included 21 items in total. 

It is to be noted that questions 1, 2 and 3 measured the factor of educational paradigm, 

questions 4, 5 and 6 measured the factor of experimental value, questions 7 and 8 measured the 

factor of the role of instructor, questions 9 and 10 measured the factor of value of errors, questions 

11, 12 and 13 measured the factor of origin of motivation, questions 14 and 15 measured 

accommodation of individual differences, questions 16 and 17 measured the factor of learner 

control, questions 18 and 19 measured the factor of user activity and finally questions 20 and 21 

measured the factor of collaborative learning.  The researcher modified two versions of this 

questionnaire, one for students and one for lecturers or administrative staff (see appendix 2).  

Design and procedure 

The researcher first started to investigate Australian and American universities offering e-

learning courses according to rankings of the universities and their program details in order to find 

the universities with the best e-learning courses. 
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Because of ethical restrictions the researcher could not write the name of either university. 

It has been stressed through out the thesis that this study is based on a small sample of only two 

Universities, one Faculty in an Australian university and one Faculty in an American university.  

For Australia, the researcher sent several official letters to conduct this study in Australian 

universities like Curtin University, UNSW, Western Sydney University and Queensland 

Technology University. However, the directors did not agree to cooperate with the researcher. 

Ultimately, the University of X was selected due to the fact that the research was conducted in that 

university, plus accessibility to a variety of facilities and the ability to negotiate with different 

schools that provided e-learning courses.  

The University of Y was selected as the sample of American university. Several American 

universities including Pennsylvania State University, Boston University and University of Florida 

were approached but the University of Y was the one that accepted. After selecting X and Y 

Universities, the researcher started to investigate different online courses in the faculties. In the 

University of X of the faculties of business, IT, engineering and health sciences, just the faculty of 

health sciences agreed to participate in this study, so the researcher decided to select the school of 

public health in Y University as the alignment. Similarity of the subject of study was the main 

reason for this selection. Finally the participants were chosen based on their availability and 

willingness to participate. Ethical approval was obtained to conduct this study in both universities 

and the survey was made by applying Lime Survey software.  

Thereafter, the link of the survey was sent by email to students, lecturers and administrative 

staff in each university. 
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In the first section of the survey, demographic information regarding gender, age of 

participants in three levels 20-30 years, 30-40 years and 40-50 years and academic position in three 

categories of student, lecturer and administrative staff was sought. Also they were asked to indicate 

their experience in engaging with the e-learning system based on two categories, beginner to 

average (people who have 1-4 online courses), and average to expert (people who have up to 4 

online courses). The second part of the survey was the questionnaire. The last part was a thank you 

page.  After collecting data, SPSS program was applied for analysing the data. The researcher 

coded each response to each question of the questionnaire in which 1 represented the instructivism 

orientation and 0 represented the constructivism orientation of each dimension. A descriptive 

analysis including frequencies and percentage of each question was conducted for each country 

based on academic position. To compare the results of Australia and America, a chi-square test 

was applied which has been reported in the result section. 

Results and Key Findings 

This section is concerned with the cultural aspects of the two universities, one faculty in 

an Australian university and one faculty in a USA university . The two dimensions of instructivism 

and constructivism are dealt with in relation to these cultural dimensions. Firstly the results of each 

question in relation to academic position in the Australian sample are discussed. Secondly the 

results of each individual factor in relation to these variables within the American sample are dealt 

with. Subsequently comparison of the results of each individual factor within the American and 

Australian sample is discussed.  

Educational paradigm  

As explained in the method section, the educational paradigm was measured by 3 main 

questions with two orientations, sharply focused based on knowledge acquisition and unfocused 
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based on knowledge transfer. The participants were requested to choose one of the orientations 

based on their understanding of the e-learning program which they had engaged with in their 

educational system. The orientation of sharply focused (knowledge acquisition) indicates the 

instructivism aspect and the orientation of unfocused (knowledge transfer) indicates the 

constructivism aspect of the educational paradigm dimension. 

It is worth mentioning that the first question is about the path to learn that students apply 

to their e-learning system, the second question is about the approach to assessment of students who 

have been assessed on this system and the third question is about students’ learning goals. To 

contribute a broader understanding of the similarities and differences between the educational 

paradigm dimensions of Australian and American participants, comparative results are reported 

based on academic position.  

Question 1: Path to Learn 

Table 3.3 illustrates the frequency, and percentage of responses to question 1 in participants 

of one faculty in an Australian university and participants of one faculty in an American university 

based on their academic position (students, lecturers and administrative staff). This first question 

evaluates the path to learn of students using either the orientation of instructivism or 

constructivism. 

 As can be seen in this Table, the results showed that in an Australian university, 61.4% of 

students (n = 43), 44.4% of lecturers (n = 8) and 27.3% (n = 3) of administrative staff believed in 

a sharply focused path to learn of students based on Knowledge acquisition. However, 38.6% of 

students (n = 27), 55.6% (n =10) lecturers and 72.7% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed in an 

unfocused path to learn of students - based on knowledge transfer - regarding their e-learning 

environment. According to these results, it seems that the dominant aspect of Australian students’ 
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path to learn is instructivism; however,  the dominant aspect of Australian lecturers and 

administrative staff is constructivism. However, based on the Chi-square test, there were no 

significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives on this 

question [2 (2, N = 99) = 5.37, p = .06]. 

Table 3.3 Comparison of Responses to Path to Learn 

Path to learn Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Sharply focused 43 61.4 8 44.4 3 27.3 

5.37 
Unfocused 27 38.6 10 55.6 8 72.7 

USA Participants 
Sharply focused 42 58.3 5 23.8 3 23.1 

11.22* 
Unfocused 30 41.7 16 76.2 10 76.9 

Note: Sharply focused (Knowledge acquisition) = Instructivisim; Unfocused (Knowledge 

transfer) = Constructivism    *p<.05 

 

In an American university, as reported in Table 3.2, 58.3% of students (n = 42), 23.8% of 

lecturers (n = 5) and 23.1% (n = 3) of administrative staff believed in a sharply focused path to 

learn of students based on Knowledge acquisition  in their e-learning system. However, 41.7% of 

students (n = 30), 76.2% (n =16) lecturers and 76.9% of administrative staff (n = 10) believed that 

students try to create and explore their own path to learn unfocused based on their e-learning 

environment. From this perspective, more than half of the students believed in instructivism in the 

path to learn for students, whereas the majority of lecturers and administrative staff believed in a 

constructivism path to learn for students. Based on the Chi-square test, there were significant 

differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in America on this 

question [2 (2, N = 106) = 11.22, p = .004]. This difference between American students on one 

hand and American lecturers or administrative staff on the other hand about choosing a path to 

learn can be explained by comparing the academic positions of participants. It seems that ideally, 

lecturers and administrative staff in America prefer that students design and follow their own path 
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to learn, however, from the perspective of students, they tend to follow a well-defined, logical path 

to learn that has been defined to them by the system. This tendency in students may be due to their 

lack of knowledge, their skills or abilities to define their own path to learn. Also 

miscommunications between lecturers or administrative staff and students about the importance 

of defining a self-fitted path to learn may cause this difference in their perspectives. Teaching how 

to define your own path to learn and how important it is to students may fill this gap between the 

perspective of lecturers or administrative staff and students. 

The results of dominant aspects of each country based on their academic positions about 

path to learn show that there were no significant differences in the dominant aspect of students 

about path to learn in both countries [2 (1, N = 142) =0.14, p = .70]. The dominant aspect of 

students about path to learn in both countries was sharply focused and toward instructivism 

orientation. This means that students in both countries tend to follow the well-defined logical path 

to learn that has been defined to them by the educational system and not by themselves.  

To continue, the results of the Chi-square test showed that there were no significant 

differences in the dominant aspect of Australian and American lecturers about the path to learn of 

students [2 (1, N = 39) = 1.85, p = .17]. This result showed that there is similarity in the 

perspectives of Australian and American lecturers about the path to learn of their students which 

is toward constructivism. In both countries lecturers tend to believe that their students define their 

own path to learn, a path which suits them.  

Moreover, the results of the Chi-square test revealed that there were no significant 

differences in the dominant aspect of Australian and American administrative staff about question 

1 [2 (1, N = 24) =0.05, p = .81]. The dominant perspective of Australian administrative staff about 

the path to learn of students is toward instructivism; however, the dominant aspect of American 
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administrative staff about the path to learn of their students is toward constructivism. This 

difference may be due to the fact that the e-learning system in America encourages more 

administrative staff to let students find, follow and create their own path to learn. 

Question 2: Approach of Assessment 

The second question of the educational paradigm is about the approach an e-learning 

educational system uses to assess students’ performance. As has been indicated in Table 3.4, 

65.7% of Australian students (n = 46) and 72.2% of lecturers (n = 13) and 54.5% of administrative 

staff (n =5) explained that students are usually tested with questions that are based on the stated 

goals and objectives of the course for knowledge acquisition which shows a sharply focused 

orientation of participants to this question. However, 34.3% of students (n = 24) and 27.8% of 

lecturers (n = 5) and 45.5% of administrative staff (n = 6) explained that students are tested by 

applying what they have learned from the course to different situations. According to these results, 

the majority of students, lecturers and administrative staff believed in a sharply focused approach 

to assessment in their educational e-learning system which shows that the dominant aspect of all 

participants is toward instructivism [2  (2, N = 99) = 2.26, p = .32]. 

Table 3.4 Comparison of Responses to Approach of Assessment 

Approach of Assessment Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Sharply focused 46 65.7 13 72.2 5 54.5 

2.26 
Unfocused 24 34.3 5 27.8 6 45.5 

USA Participants 
Sharply focused 30 41.7 9 42.9 6 46.2 

0.09 
Unfocused 42 58.3 12 57.1 7 53.8 

Note: Sharply focused (Knowledge acquisition) = Instructivisim; Unfocused (Knowledge transfer) 

= Constructivism 
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Considering this question in an American University showed that 41.7% of students (n = 

30) and 42.9% of lecturers (n = 9) and 46.2% of administrative staff (n = 6) indicated their approach 

to assessment had a sharply focused orientation toward knowledge acquisition. However, 58.3% 

of students (n = 42) and 57.1% of lecturers (n = 12) 53.8% of administrative staff (n = 7) were 

oriented toward an unfocused approach to assessment with a knowledge transfer perspective. 

According to these results, more than half of the students, lecturers and administrative staff 

believed in an unfocused approach to assessment in their educational e-learning system which 

indicated that the dominant aspect of all the Americans to this question is toward a constructivism 

orientation [2  (2, N = 106) = 0.09, p = .95].  

Comparing the results of the second question shows that there are significant differences 

between the dominant aspect of students’ perspectives in an Australian university and a American 

university [2  (1, N = 142) = 8.25, p = .004]. The dominant aspect of Australian students about 

their approach to assessment is toward instructivism, however, the dominant aspect of American 

students is toward constructivism. The results of Chi-square test showed that there were no 

significant differences in the dominant aspect of Australian and American lecturers about this 

question [2  (1, N = 39) = 3.39, p =.06]. In addition, the results of Chi-square test showed there 

were no significant differences between Australian and American administrative staff’ 

perspectives on this question [2  (1, N = 24) =0.001, p = .97]. 

Question3: Learning Goals 

The third question regarding the educational paradigm dimension attempted to measure the 

orientation of learning goals in students in e-learning systems. As can be seen in Table 3.5 in 

Australia 70% of students (n = 49) and 66.7% of the lecturers (n = 12) and 54.5% of administrative 

staff (n = 6) assessed sharply focused for learning goals of students claiming that students are given 
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predetermined learning goals. However, 30% of the students (n = 21), 33.3% of the lecturers (n = 

6) and 45.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) explained that students learn as they go, depending on 

their own learning goals. These results illustrated that most students, lecturers and administrative 

staff in Australia tended to have an instructivism orientation in relation to learning goals [2  (2, N 

= 99) = 1.04, p = .59]. 

Considering the third question in America about learning goals revealed that 65.3% of 

American students (n = 47) and 57.1% of the lecturers (n = 12) and 61.5% of administrative staff 

(n = 8) assessed sharply focused for learning goals of students based on knowledge acquisition. 

However, 34.7% of the students (n = 25), 42.9% of the lecturers (n = 9) and 38.5% of 

administrative staff (n = 5) assessed learning goals as having unfocused orientation based on 

knowledge transfer. These results illustrated that most students, and administrative staff tended to 

have an instructivism orientation in relation to their learning goals. However, more than half of 

the lecturers believed in a constructivism orientation of their students’ learning goals. However, 

there were no significant differences between the dominant aspect of students, or administrative 

staff and lecturers to this question [2  (2, N = 106) = 0.48, p = .78]. 

Table 3.5 Comparison of Responses to Learning Goals 

Approach of Assessment Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Sharply focused 49 70 12 66.7 6 54.5 

1.04 
Unfocused 21 30 6 33.3 5 45.5 

USA Participants 
Sharply focused 47 65.3 12 57.1 8 61.5 

0.48 
Unfocused 25 34.7 9 42.9 5 38.5 

Note: Sharply focused (Knowledge acquisition) = Instructivisim; Unfocused (Knowledge transfer) 

= Constructivism 

Comparing the results of Australians and Americans about the third question showed there 

were no significant differences between the dominant aspect of Australian and American students’ 

perspectives on this question which was toward instructivism [2  (1, N = 142) = 0.36, p = .54]. 
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Also the results of Chi-square test showed there were no significant differences between the 

dominant aspect of Australian and American lecturers about this question [2  (1, N = 39) = 0.37, 

p = .54] which was toward instructivism. The results of comparing the dominant aspect of 

administrative staff about learning goals indicated that the majority of administrative staff in both 

countries were oriented toward instructivism [2 (1, N = 24) =0.12, p = .72]. 

 

Experiential Value 

The factor of experiential value with two orientations, namely abstract and concrete, has 

been measured by three questions. The orientation of abstract indicates an instructivism 

perspective and the orientation of concrete indicates a constructivism aspect of experiential value. 

The first question is about the congruence of learning with a real environment, the second question 

is about the outcome orientations of learning and the last question is about the practicality of 

learning.  

Question 4: Congruence of Learning with Reality  

The results in Australia showed that 71.4% of students (n = 50), 55.6% of lecturers (n = 

10) and 54.5% of administrative staff (n = 6) explained that students learn from any kind of 

example as long as it makes sense. However, 28.6% of students (n = 20), 44.4% of lecturers (n = 

8) and 45.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) claimed that students learn from examples as long as 

they are related to their work or personal life. This means that regardless of academic positions of 

participants the abstract dominant aspect of participants of one faculty in an Australian university 

about question 4 is instructivism [2  (2, N = 99) = 2.44, p = .29].  

The results in America about question 4 show that 66.7% of students (n = 48), 71.4% of 

lecturers (n = 15) and 46.2% of administrative staff (n = 6) believed in an abstract congruence of 
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learning with reality. However, 33.3% of students (n = 24), 28.6% of lecturers (n = 6) and 53.8% 

of administrative staff (n = 7) claimed that there is concrete consistency between what people learn 

and how they apply that learning in their real life. As has been revealed, two-thirds of American 

students and lecturers believed in the abstract contingency of learning with reality which shows 

the dominant aspect of instructivism. However, it seems that more than half of administrative staff 

believed in the  concrete consistency of learning with reality which shows that the dominant aspect 

for them is toward constructivism. These differences in the results to question four between 

students and lecturers on the one hand and administrative staff on the other hand reflect the fact 

that students and lecturers more than administrative staff have been engaged with the consistency 

of learning with reality. Indeed they may believe that students learn from any kind of example as 

long as it makes sense even when it is  not related to their work or personal life. However, based 

on the results of Chi-square test, there were no significant differences between students, lecturers 

and administrative staff’s perspectives about question 4 [2  (2, N = 106) = 2.93, p = .23]. (See 

Table 3.6) 

Table 3.6 Comparison of Responses to Congruence of Learning with Reality 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Abstract 50 71.4 10 55.6 6 54.5 

2.44 
Concrete 20 28.6 8 44.4 5 45.5 

USA Participants 
Abstract 50 66.7 15 71.4 6 46.2 

2.93 
Concrete 24 33.3 6 28.6 5 45.5 

Note: Abstract = Instructivism; Concrete = Constructivism 

 

The outcome of comparing the results of Australians and Americans to question 4 revealed 

that the dominant aspect in both countries in students [2  (1, N = 142) = 0.06, p = .79] and in 

lecturers [2  (1, N = 39) = 1.06, p = .30] was toward instructivism. However, though the dominant 
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aspect about question 4 in Australian administrators is also objectivism, in American 

administrators there is a constructivism perspective as the dominant aspect. Based on the Chi-

square test, there were no significant differences between Australian and American students’ 

perspectives on this question. Also according to the results of Chi-square test, there were no 

significant differences in the dominant aspect between Australian and American administrative 

staff on this question [2  (1, N = 24) =0.16, p = .68]. 

Question 5: Outcome Orientations of Learning 

The results of question 5 about outcomes of learning in Australia revealed that 67.1% of 

students (n = 47), 61.1% of lecturers (n = 11) and 72.7% of administrative staff (n = 8) indicated 

that students have learned something when they can perform the activities requested by the 

instructor or course designer. However, 32.9% of students (n = 23), 38.9% of lecturers (n = 7) and 

27.3% of administrative staff (n = 3) explained that students have learned some things when they 

have applied what they have learned to their everyday activities. Indeed the dominant aspect of all 

participants’ answers regardless of their academic positions to this question is abstract, which 

indicates the traditional approach to the outcome of their learning. [2  (2, N = 99) = 1.12, p = .56]. 

Also, in Table 3.7, the results of this question to Americans revealed that 44.4% of students 

(n = 32), 47.6% of lecturers (n = 10) and 30.8% of administrative staff (n = 4) indicated abstract 

outcomes of learning. However, 55.6% of American students (n = 40), 52.4% of lecturers (n = 11) 

and 69.2% of administrative staff (n = 9) indicated concrete outcomes of learning. Indeed the 

dominant aspect of participants’ answers about the outcomes orientation of learning in America is 

constructivism [2 (2, N = 106) = 0.96, p = .61]. 
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Table 3.7 Comparison of Responses to Outcome Orientations of Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Abstract 47 67.1 11 61.1 8 72.7 

1.12 
Concrete 23 32.9 7 38.9 3 27.3 

USA Participants 
Abstract 32 44.4 10 47.6 4 30.8 

0.96 
Concrete 40 55.6 11 52.4 9 69.2 

Note: Abstract = Instructivism; Concrete = Constructivism 

Comparing the Australian and American results in this question shows that there were 

significant differences between the dominant aspect of Australian (instructivism) and American 

(constructivism) students to this question [2  (1, N = 142) = 8.31, p = .004]. Also the results of 

Chi-square test show that there were significant differences between the dominant aspect of 

Australian (instructivism) and American (constructivism) administrative staff on this question [2  

(1, N = 24) =4.19, p = .04]. However, there were no significant differences between the dominant 

aspect of Australian and American lecturers about outcomes of learning [2 (1, N = 39) = 0.24, p 

= .62]. 

Question 6: Practicality of Learning 

Concerning the sixth question which is about practicality of learning, the results for 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university showed that 76.6% of students (n = 55), 

61.1% of lecturers (n = 11) and 63.6% of administrative staff (n = 7) believed in an abstract 

perspective in which they claimed that students are not expected to relate learning resources to 

their past or potential experiences. However, 21.4% of students (n = 15), 38.9% of lecturers (n = 

7) and 36.4% of administrative staff (n = 4) believed in a concrete perspective to  this question 

indicating that students are encouraged to apply ‘knowledge’ of learning to their activities at work 

and thus, are expected to learn from the actualization of those experiences. As a conclusion, the 

dominant aspect of all participants, regardless of their academic positions, in relation to practicality 
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of learning is toward instructivism [2  (2, N = 99) = 2.90, p = .23]. This may be due to the fact 

that even during engagement with an e-learning educational system, there is a traditional approach 

to the experimental value of the knowledge that has been learned during participation.  

Concerning this question in American participants, results showed that 27.8% of students 

(n = 20), 33.3% of lecturers (n = 7) and 38.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) believed in an abstract 

perspective. However, 72.2% of students (n = 52), 66.7% of lecturers (n = 14) and 61.5% of 

administrative staff (n = 8) indicated a concrete aspect to this question. As more than half of the 

participants of one faculty in an American in all academic positions claimed a concrete orientation 

of practicality of learning, the dominant orientation of participants to this question is 

constructivism [2 (2, N = 106) = 0.98, p = .61] (See Table 3.8) . 

Comparing the results of question 6 between one faculty in an Australian university and 

one faculty in a US university reveals that there were significant differences between the dominant 

aspect of Australian (instructivism) and American (constructivism) students to this question [2 (1, 

N = 142) = 38.72, p = .00]. Based on the Chi-square test results, there were no significant 

differences between the dominant aspect of Australian and American lecturers on this question [2  

(1, N = 39) = 3.00, p = .08]. In addition, the results indicated that there were no significant 

differences between Australian and American administrative staff on this question [2 (1, N = 24) 

=1.51, p = .21]. 

Table 3.8 Comparison of Responses to Practicality of Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Abstract 55 76.6 11 61.1 7 63.6 

2.90 
Concrete 15 21.4 7 38.9 4 36.4 

USA Participants 
Abstract 20 27.8 7 33.3 5 38.5 

0.98 
Concrete 52 72.2 14 66.7 8 61.5 
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Note: Abstract = Instructivism; Concrete = Constructivism 

Role of instructor 

The factor of the role of instructor with two orientations, namely didactic and facilitative, 

has been measured by two questions. The orientation of didactic indicates an instructivism 

perspective and the orientation of facilitative indicates a constructivism perspective.  The first 

question (Q7) is about the role of instructor related to learning needs and the second question (Q8) 

is about the role of instructor related to the source of learning.  

Question 7: Role of Instructor Related to Learning Needs 

According to Table 3.9, the results of question 7 for participants of one faculty in an 

Australian university showed that 81.4% of students (n = 57), 83.3% of lecturers (n = 15) and 

72.7% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed in the didactic role of instructor related to learning 

needs in their e-learning system claiming that students follow a path of learning determined by the 

instructor because the instructor usually knows what students need to learn. However, 18.6% of 

students (n = 13), 16.7% of lecturers (n = 3) and 27.3% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed in 

a facilitative role of instructor related to learning needs, claiming that students learn from examples 

as long as they are related to their work or personal life. Based on these results the dominant aspect 

of Australians regardless of their academic positions about this question is toward instructivism 

[2  (2, N = 99) = 0.50, p = .77]. 

Also, the results of question 7 for the participants of one faculty in an American university 

showed that 63.9% of students (n = 46), 61.9% of lecturers (n = 13) and 38.5% of administrative 

staff (n = 5) believed in the didactic role of instructor related to learning needs. However, 36.1% 

of students (n = 26), 38.1% of lecturers (n = 8) and 61.5% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed 

in the facilitative role of instructor related to learning needs. Although the dominant aspect of 

students and lecturers to this question is toward instructivism, it seems that the dominant aspect of 
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administrative staff to this question is toward constructivism. The results of Chi-square test showed 

that there were no significant differences between the dominant aspect of students, lecturers and 

administrative staff in America to this question [2  (2, N = 106) = 3.00, p = .22]. 

Table 3.9 Comparison of Responses to Role of Instructor Related to Learning Needs 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Didactic 57 81.4 15 83.3 8 72.7 

0.50 
Facilitative 13 18.6 3 16.7 3 27.3 

USA Participants 
Didactic 46 63.9 13 61.9 5 38.5 

3.00 
Facilitative 26 36.1 8 38.1 8 61.5 

Note: Didactic = Instructivism; Facilitative = Constructivism 

Comparing the results of Australians and Americans to this question revealed that there 

were significant differences between the dominant aspect of Australian (instructivism) and 

American (constructivism) students to this question [2  (1, N = 142) = 4.01, p = .04]. Further the 

results of Chi-square test showed that there were no significant differences between the dominant 

aspect Australian and American lecturers on this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 1.14, p = .28]. In 

addition, in the results of Chi-square test, there were no significant differences between the 

dominant aspects of Australian and American administrative staff to this question [2 (1, N = 24) 

=2.81, p = .09]. 

 

Question 8: Role of Instructor Related to the Source of Learning 

Concerning question 8, the Australian response showed that 72.9% of students (n = 51), 

66.7% of lecturers (n = 12) and 63.6% of administrative staff (n = 7) believed that students are 

taught by an “expert/source of knowledge” in the field about what they need to learn. However, 

27.1% of students (n = 19), 33.6% of lecturers (n = 6) and 36.4% of administrative staff (n = 4) 

believed students are guided by an instructor who facilitates and shows them how to learn what 
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they need to learn. As can be seen in Table 3-10, two-thirds of Australian participants’ 

perspectives, regardless of their academic positions, about the role of instructor in their e-learning 

educational system are oriented towards didactic (instructivism) rather than facilitative [2  (2, N 

= 99) = 0.56, p = .75]. This may be due to the fact that the traditional educational system has taught 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university that it is not you but the instructor who 

knows what you need to learn which came from the idea that one should quietly absorb knowledge 

handed over rather than obtain it oneself through the process of participation.  

Concerning question 8, the American response showed that 69.4% of students (n = 50), 

42.9% of lecturers (n = 9) and 38.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) believed in a didactic dimension 

of the role of instructor related to learning source. However, 30.6% of students (n = 22), 57.1% of 

lecturers (n = 12) and 61.5% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed in a facilitative dimension of 

the role of instructor related to learning source. Based on the Chi-square test, there were significant 

differences between the dominant aspect of students (instructivism), lecturers (constructivism) and 

administrative staff (constructivism) in America in the response to this question [2  (2, N = 106) 

= 7.77, p = .02]. (See Table 3.9) 

 

 

Table 3.10 Comparison of Responses to Role of Instructor Related to the Source of Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Didactic 51 72.9 12 66.7 7 63.6 

0.56 
Facilitative 19 27.1 6 33.6 4 36.4 

USA Participants 
Didactic 50 69.4 9 42.9 5 38.5 

7.77* 
Facilitative 22 30.6 12 57.1 8 61.5 

Note: Didactic = Instructivism; Facilitative = Constructivism 

*p<.05 
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Comparing the responses of Australians and Americans to question 8 revealed that the 

dominant orientation of students in both countries about the role of instructor related to learning 

source is toward instructivism [2  (1, N = 142) = 0.20, p = .65]. Also the results of Chi-square test 

showed that there were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of Australian and 

American lecturers to this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 2.21, p = .13]. Moreover, the results indicated 

that there were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of Australian and 

American administrative staff to this question [2 (1, N = 24) =1.51, p = .21]. 

Value of Errors  

The factor of the value of errors with two dimensions, namely errorless learning and 

learning from experience, has been measured by two questions. The dimension of errorless 

learning indicates an instructivism orientation and the dimension of learning from experience 

indicates a constructivism orientation. The first question (Q9) is about errors in the process of 

learning and the second question (Q10) is about satisfaction of course designer with the learning.  

Question 9: Errors in the Process of Learning 

As can be seen in Table 3.11 regarding question 9, 40% of Australian students (n = 28), 

38.9% of lecturers (n = 7) and 27.3% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed in errorless learning 

in which they claimed that students learn until they make no errors on a test in the learning 

procedure. However, 60% of Australian students (n = 42), 61.1% of lecturers (n = 11) and 72.7% 

of administrative staff (n = 8) believed in learning from experience which they explained as 

students learn from their errors by experimenting with what they have learned. Based on these 

results the dominant aspect of all Australians regardless of their academic position is toward 

constructivism in answer to this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 0.81, p = .66]. 
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Table 3.11Comparison of Responses to Errors in the Process of Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Errorless Learning 28 40 7 38.9 3 27.3 

0.81 
Learning from experience 42 60 11 61.1 8 72.7 

USA Participants 
Errorless Learning 19 26.4 6 28.6 1 7.7 

2.47 
Unrestricted 53 73.6 15 71.4 12 92.3 

Note: Errorless Learning = Instructivism; Learning from experience = Constructivism 

Also, considering question 9, the American sample showed that 26.4% students (n = 19), 

28.6% of lecturers (n =6) and 7.7% of administrative staff (n =1) believed in errorless learning in 

their e-learning system. However, 73.6% of American students (n = 53), 71.4% of lecturers (n = 

15) and 92.3% of administrative staff (n = 12) believed in learning from experience which shows 

that the dominant aspect of all Americans regardless of their academic position is toward 

constructivism [2 (2, N = 106) = 2.47, p = .29]. 

Comparing the results of question 9 between one faculty in an Australian university and 

one faculty in a US university responses showed that in both faculties the dominant orientation of 

all academic positions including students[2 (1, N = 142) = 2.36, p = .12], lecturers [2 (1, N = 39) 

= 0.10, p = .74] and administrative staff [2 (1, N = 24) =1.64, p = .20] is toward constructivism. 

The fact that the statement of question 9 includes an errorless learning orientation may have guided 

all participants to rate it poorly also should be considered. Today even in a traditional educational 

system, learning until making NO errors on the test is not accepted. Indeed the statement of this 

question may not reveal the instructivism orientation of participants in this point of view. 

Question 10: Satisfaction of Course Designer with the Learning 

As regards to question 10, Australian responses showed that 38.6% of students (n = 27), 

27.8% of lecturers (n = 5) and 18.2% of administrative staff (n = 2) believed in errorless learning 

which they described as the instructor or course designer is satisfied if students take (fulfill a 
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course) a test without making mistakes. However, 61.4% of students (n = 43), 72.2% of lecturers 

(n = 13) and 81.8% of administrative staff (n = 9) believed in learning from experience which they 

described as the instructor or course designer is satisfied if students learn from their mistakes. 

Indeed the dominant aspect of all participants regardless of their academic position is toward 

constructivism[2  (2, N = 99) = 2.17, p = .33].  

Table 3.12 Comparison of Responses to Satisfaction of Course Designer with the Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Errorless Learning 27 38.6 5 27.8 2 18.2 

2.17 
Learning from experience 43 61.4 13 72.2 9 81.8 

USA Participants 
Errorless Learning 14 19.4 4 19.0 2 15.4 

0.11 
Learning from experience 58 80.6 17 81.0 11 84.6 

Note: Errorless Learning = Instructivism; Learning from experience = Constructivism 

The results of American responses to this question showed that 19.4% of students (n = 14), 

19.0% of lecturers (n = 4) and 15.4% of administrative staff (n = 2) believed in an errorless learning 

perspective. However, 80.6% of students (n = 58), 81.0% of lecturers (n = 17) and 84.6% of 

administrative staff (n = 11) believed in learning from experience which showed that the dominant 

aspect of all Americans is toward constructivism [2  (2, N = 106) = 0.11, p = .94]. (See Table 

3.12)  

Comparing the results of question 10 between one faculty in an Australian university and 

one faculty in a US university revealed that there were significant differences between the 

dominant aspects of Australian (instructivism) and American (constructivism) students to this 

question [2 (1, N = 142) = 6.31, p = .01]. In the results of Chi-square test, there were no significant 

differences between the dominant aspect of Australian (constructivism) and American 

(constructivism) lecturers to this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 0.41, p = .51]. In addition, the results 

showed that there were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of Australian 
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(constructivism) and American (constructivism) administrative staff to this question [2  (1, N = 

24) =0.03, p = .85]. 

Origin of Motivation 

The factor of origin of motivation with two dimensions, namely extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivation, has been measured by three questions. The dimension of extrinsic motivation indicates 

an instructivism orientation and the dimension of intrinsic motivation indicates an constructivism 

orientation. The first question (Q11) is about requirements of learning, the second question (Q12) 

is about reasons of learning and the third question (Q13) is about preference of learning.  

Question 11: Requirements of Learning 

Responses to question 11 showed that 61.4% of Australian students (n = 43), 55.6% of 

lecturers (n = 10) and 45.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) believed that there is an extrinsic origin 

of  motivation for requirements of learning in their e-learning system which they described as 

students take e-learning courses when they are required to (to pass the course or take a 

degree).However, 38.6% of students (n = 27), 44.4% of lecturers (n = 8) and 54.5% of 

administrative staff (n = 6) believed that there is an intrinsic origin of motivation for requirements 

of learning namely that students take e-learning courses when they want to (are genuinely 

interested in learning new knowledge or skills). The results indicated that the dominant aspect of 

students and lecturers to this question is toward instructivism, however, the dominant aspect of 

administrative staff to this question is toward constructivism. The results of Chi-square indicated 

that there were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of students, lecturers and 

administrative staff in Australia to this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 1.08, p = .58]. 
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Table 3.13 Comparison of Responses to Requirements of Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Extrinsic 43 61.4 10 55.6 5 45.5 

1.08 
Intrinsic 27 38.6 8 44.4 6 54.5 

USA Participants 
Extrinsic 35 48.6 4 19.0 3 23.1 

7.63* 
Intrinsic 37 51.4 17 81.0 10 76.9 

Note: Extrinsic = Instructivism; Intrinsic = Constructivism 

*p<.05 

Reviewing the responses of Americans to question 11 showed that 48.6% of students (n = 

35), 19.0% of lecturers (n = 4) and 23.1% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed that there is an 

extrinsic origin of motivation for requirements of learning in their e-learning system. However, 

51.4% of students (n = 37), 81.0% of lecturers (n =17) and 76.9% of administrative staff (n = 10) 

believed that there is an intrinsic origin of motivation for requirements of learning which showed 

the dominant aspect of constructivism in lecturers and staff American participants. However, the 

students’ results are fairly close together which means that half of them show constructivism and 

half of them show instructivism. [2  (2, N = 106) = 7.63, p = .02]. (See Table 3.13) 

Comparing the results of Australian and American responses to question 11 indicates that 

there were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of Australian (instructivism) 

and American (constructivism) students to this question [2 (1, N = 142) = 2.35, p = .12]. In the 

results of Chi-square test, there were significant differences between the dominant aspect of 

Australian (instructivism) and American (constructivism) lecturers to this question [2 (1, N = 39) 

= 5.61, p = .01]. In addition, the results indicated that there were no significant differences between 

the dominant aspect of Australian (constructivism) and American (constructivism) administrative 

staff to this question [2 (1, N = 24) =1.34, p = .24].  
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Question 12: Reasons for Learning 

Concerning question 12, the Australian sample showed that 57.1% of students (n = 40), 

61.1% of lecturers (n = 11) and 72.7% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed there are extrinsic 

reasons for taking e-learning programs in their e-learning educational system which they explained 

as students taking e-learning programs because they have no other option (conventional 

programs). However, 42.9% of students (n = 30), 38.9% of lecturers (n = 7) and 27.3% of 

administrative staff (n = 3) believed that there are intrinsic motivation reasons for taking e-learning 

programs in their e-learning educational system which they explained as students taking e-learning 

programs based on their interests which accommodate their specific needs. Based on these results 

the dominant aspect of all participants of one faculty in an Australian university to this question is 

toward instructivism [2  (2, N = 99) = 0.98, p = .61]. (See Table 3.14) 

Table 3.14 Comparison of Responses to Reasons for Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Extrinsic 40 57.1 11 61.1 8 72.7 

0.98 
Intrinsic 30 42.9 7 38.9 3 27.3 

USA Participants 
Extrinsic 24 33.3 7 66.7 3 23.1 

0.55 
Intrinsic 48 66.7 14 33.3 10 76.9 

Note: Extrinsic = Instructivism; Intrinsic = Constructivism 

Referring to question 12, the American sample showed that 33.3% of students (n = 24), 

66.7% of lecturers (n = 7) and 23.1% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed there are extrinsic 

reasons for taking e-learning programs in their e-learning educational system which they explained 

as students taking e-learning programs because they have no other option (conventional 

programs). However, 66.7% of students (n = 48), 33.3% of lecturers (n = 14) and 76.9% of 

administrative staff (n = 10) believed that there are intrinsic motivation reasons for taking e-
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learning programs in their e-learning educational system which they explained as students taking 

e-learning programs based on their interests which accommodate their specific needs. 

Accordingly the dominant aspect of students and administrative staff to this question is toward 

constructivism, however, the dominant aspect of lecturers to this question is toward instructivism. 

However, Chi-square test results indicated that there were no significant differences between 

students, lecturers and administrators’ perspectives in America on this question [2  (2, N = 106) 

= 0.55, p = .75]. 

Comparing the responses to question 12 between Australian (constructivism) and 

American (instructivism) participants showed that the dominant orientations for taking e-learning 

programs in Australian and American students [2 (1, N = 142) = 8.12, p = .004] are significantly 

different. Also the results of Chi-square test show there were no significant differences between 

Australian (instructivism) and American (instructivism) lecturers to this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 

3.00, p = .08]. In addition, the results of Chi-square test showed there were significant differences 

between the dominant aspects of Australian (constructivism) and American (instructivism) 

administrative staff to this question [2  (1, N = 24) =5.91, p = .01]. 

Question 13: Preference of Learning 

Concerning question 13, Australian responses showed that 64.3% of students (n = 45), 

72.2% of lecturers (n = 13) and 72.7% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed that there are 

extrinsic preferences for taking e-learning programs which indicates that students mostly take  

courses in which they are told what they need to learn. However, 35.7% of students (n = 25), 

27.8% of lecturers (n = 5) and 27.3% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed that there are intrinsic 

preferences for taking e-learning programs which indicates that students mostly take (are allowed 

to take)  courses in which they choose what they need to learn. Based on the Chi-square test there 
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were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of students, lecturers and 

administrative staff (instructivism) in Australia to this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 0.61, p = .71]. 

Table 3.15 Comparison of Responses to Preference of Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Extrinsic 45 64.3 13 72.2 8 72.7 

0.61 
Intrinsic 25 35.7 5 27.8 3 27.3 

USA Participants 
Extrinsic 30 28.3 12 57.1 10 76.9 

6.16* 
Intrinsic 42 39.7 9 42.9 3 23.1 

Note: Extrinsic = Instructivism; Intrinsic = Constructivism 

*p<.05 

Also the responses to  question 13 in America showed that 28.3% of students (n = 30), 

57.1% of lecturers (n = 12) and 76.9% of administrative staff (n =10) believed that there are 

extrinsic preferences for taking e-learning programs which indicates that students mostly take 

courses in which they are told what they need to learn. However, 35.7% of students (n = 25), 

27.8% of lecturers (n = 5) and 27.3% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed that there are intrinsic 

preferences for taking e-learning programs which indicates that students mostly take (are allowed 

to take) courses in which they choose what they need to learn. Based on the Chi-square test, there 

were no significant differences between the dominant aspects of students, lecturers and 

administrative staff (instructivism) in America to this question [2  (2, N = 106) = 6.16, p = .04]. 

(See Table 3.15) 

Comparing the response to question 13 between participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university and one faculty in a US university shows that there is similarity in orientation of 

instructivism in both countries in all academic positions regarding their extrinsic preference of 

learning [Students: 2 (1, N = 142) = 7.28, p = .007; lecturers: 2 (1, N = 39) = 0.95, p = .32 & 

administrative staff: 2 (1, N = 24) =0.56, p = .81]. This similarity in instructivism orientation 
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means that in both countries the preferences of students for taking courses are not considered by 

the e-learning system. From this perspective, there is a dominant traditional aspect even in the e-

learning system about the why of learning, in which both students and instructors are following the 

way that has been defined by the system.  This may lead to the conclusion that in such learning 

systems, students just receive graduation but do not acquire knowledge. 

Accommodation of Individual Differences 

The factor of accommodation of individual differences with two dimensions, namely non-

existent and multifaceted, has been measured by two questions. The dimension of non-existent 

indicates the instructivism orientation and the dimension of multifaceted indicates the 

constructivism orientation. The first question (Q14) is about learning activities and the second 

question (Q15) is about consideration of needs and interests in learning.  

Question 14: Learning Activities 

As can be seen in Table 3.16, the responses to question 14 in the Australian sample showed 

that 74.3% of students (n = 52), 61.1% of lecturers (n = 11) and 90.9% of administrative staff (n = 

10) believed that learning activities which can accommodate individual differences are non-

existent.  From this perspective, mostly they claimed that the instructor or course designer uses 

very few learning activities and methods which allow students to learn through predetermined 

methods. However, 25.7% of students (n = 18), 38.9% of lecturers (n = 7) and 9.1% of 

administrative staff (n = 1) believed that there are multifaceted learning activities which can 

accommodate individual differences. They claimed that the instructor or course designer uses a 

variety of learning activities and instructional methods (like problem solving, case analysing, 

participation, etc.), so that students can utilize what most suits their affect and their preferences. 

Based on the Chi-square test there were no significant differences between the dominant aspect 
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(instructivism) of students, lecturers and administrative staff in Australia on this question [2  (2, 

N = 99) = 3.16, p = .20]. 

Table 3.16 Comparison of Responses to Learning Activities 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Non-existent 52 74.3 11 61.1 10 90.9 

3.16 
Multifaceted 18 25.7 7 38.9 1 9.1 

USA Participants 
Existent 28 38.9 12 57.1 5 38.5 

2.31 
Multifaceted 44 61.1 9 42.9 8 61.5 

Note: Non-existent= Instructivism; Multifaceted = Constructivism 

The responses to question 14 in the American sample showed that 38.9% of students (n = 

28), 57.1% of lecturers (n = 12) and 38.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) believed that learning 

activities that can accommodate individual differences are non-existent. They claimed that the 

instructor or course designer uses very few learning activities and methods which allow students 

to learn through predetermined methods. However, 61.1% of students (n = 44), 42.9% of lecturers 

(n = 9) and 61.5% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed that there are multifaceted learning 

activities which can accommodate individual differences. They claimed that the instructor or 

course designer uses a variety of learning activities and instructional methods (like problem 

solving, case analysing, participation, etc.), so that students can utilize what most suits their affect 

and their preferences. Based on these results, although the dominant aspect of students and 

administrative staff is toward constructivism, the dominant aspect of lecturers is toward 

instructivism [2  (2, N = 106) = 2.31, p = .31]. (See Table 3.16) 

Comparing the responses to question 14 between one faculty in an Australian university 

and one faculty in a USA university illustrated that the dominant orientation of Australian 

(instructivism) and American (constructivism) students to this question is significantly different 

[2 (1, N = 142) = 18.07, p = .00]. However, the dominant orientation of both Australian and 
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American lecturers is toward instructivism[2  (1, N = 39) = 0.06, p = .80]. The results of Chi-

square test showed that there were significant differences between the dominant aspect of 

Australian (instructivism) and American (constructivism) administrative staff on this question [2 

(1, N = 24) =6.99, p = .008]. 

Question 15: Consideration of Needs and Interests in Learning 

Concerning question 15, the Australian sample showed that 68.6% of students (n = 48), 

61.1% of lecturers (n = 11) and 81.8% of administrative staff (n = 9) believed that consideration 

of needs and interests which can accommodate individual differences is non-existent. Accordingly, 

they explained that students’ interests and needs are usually not considered in designing and 

providing courses (learning resources). However, 31.4% of students (n = 22), 38.9% of lecturers 

(n = 7) and 18.2% of administrative staff (n = 2) believed there is multifaceted consideration of 

needs and interests which can accommodate individual differences. They claimed that students’ 

needs and preferences are usually considered in designing and providing courses (learning 

resources). Based on the Chi-square test there were no significant differences between the 

dominant aspect of students, lecturers and administrative staff (instructivism) in Australia to this 

question [2  (2, N = 99) =1.36, p = .50]. 

 

 

Table 3.17 Comparison of Responses to Consideration of Needs and Interests in Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Non-existent 48 68.6 11 61.1 9 81.8 

1.36 
Multifaceted 22 31.4 7 38.9 2 18.2 

USA Participants 
Existent 41 56.9 11 52.4 5 38.5 

1.53 
Multifaceted 31 43.1 10 47.6 8 61.5 
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Note: Non-existent = Instructivism; Multifaceted = Constructivism 

Also the responses to question 15 in the American sample showed that 56.9% of students 

(n = 41), 52.4% of lecturers (n = 11) and 38.5% of administrative staff (n = 5) believed that 

consideration of needs and interests which can accommodate individual differences is non-

existent. They explained that students’ interests and needs are usually not considered in designing 

and providing courses (learning resources). However, 43.1% of students (n = 31), 47.6% of 

lecturers (n = 10) and 61.5% of administrative staff (n = 8) believed there is multifaceted 

consideration of needs and interests which can accommodate individual differences. They claimed 

that students’ needs and preferences are usually considered in designing and providing courses 

(learning resources). Based on the Chi-square test, there were no significant differences between 

students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in America on this question [2  (2, N = 

106) = 1.53, p = .46]. (See Table 3.17) 

Comparing the results of question 15 between participants in one faculty in an Australian 

university and one faculty in a US university revealed that there were no significant differences 

between Australian and American students’ perspectives [2 (1, N = 142) = 1.20, p = .27] and 

lecturers’ perspectives to this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 0.30, p = .58] which were toward 

instructivism. However, the results of Chi-square test showed there were significant differences 

between the dominant aspect of Australian (instructivism) and American (constructivism) 

administrative staff [2  (1, N = 24) =4.60, p = .03] to this question.  

Learner Control 

The factor of learner control with two dimensions, namely non-existent and unrestricted 

has been measured by two questions. The dimension of non-existence of learner control indicates 

the orientation of instructivism and the dimension of unrestricted learner control indicates the 

orientation of constructivism. The first question (Q16) is about limitations in learning and the 
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second question (Q17) is about source of learning materials. Table 3.18 and Table 3.19 show the 

results. 

 

Question 16: Limitations in Learning 

As can be seen in Table 3.18, the results of Q16 in Australia showed that 85.7% of students 

(n = 60), 72.2% of lecturers (n = 13) and 90.9% of administrative staff (n = 10) believed that 

learner control is non-existent claiming that students are usually given a deadline or timed 

activities. Indeed more than two-thirds of participants explained that the deadline for each learning 

activity is set by the system and is not under control of the students. However, 14.3% of students 

(n = 10), 27.8% of lecturers (n = 5) and 9.1% of administrative staff (n = 1) believed that students 

can control the pace of their learning. Based on the Chi-square test there were no significant 

differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives (instructivism) in 

Australia on this question [2 (2, N = 99) = 2.38, p = .30]. 

The answers to Q16 in the American sample showed that 65.3% of students (n = 47), 76.2% 

of lecturers (n = 16) and 69.2% of administrative staff (n = 9) believed that learner control is non-

existent in their university claiming that students are usually given a deadline or timed activities. 

However, 34.7% of students (n = 25), 23.8% of lecturers (n = 5) and 30.8% of administrative staff 

(n = 4) believed that students can control the pace of their learning. Based on the Chi-square test, 

there were no significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s 

perspectives in America (instructivism) on this question [2 (2, N = 106) = 1.14, p = .56]. 
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Table 3.18 Comparison of Responses to Limitations in Learning 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Non- Existent 60 85.7 13 72.2 10 90.9 2.38 

 Unrestricted 10 14.3 5 27.8 1 9.1   

USA Participants 
Non- Existent 47 65.3 16 76.2 9 69.2 

1.14 
Unrestricted 25 34.7 5 23.8 4 30.8 

Note: Non- Existent = Instructivism; Unrestricted = Constructivism 

 

Comparing the results of question 16 between one faculty in an Australian university and 

one faculty in a US university revealed that there were significant differences between Australian 

and American students’ perspectives on this question [2  (1, N = 142) = 7.98, p = .005]. Also the 

results of Chi-square test showed there were no significant differences between the dominant 

aspect of Australian (instructivism) and American (instructivism) lecturers on this question [2 (1, 

N = 39) = 0.08, p = .77]. In addition, the results showed there were no significant differences 

between Australian (instructivism) and American (instructivism) administrative staff to this 

question [2 (1, N = 24) =1.69, p = .19].  There is similarity regarding the dominant orientation of 

instructivism about limitations in learning activities, showing that in both countries, most 

participants believed that the deadline for learning activities is set by the system, not the students.  

Question 17: Source of Learning Materials 

Concerning question 17, the Australian sample showed that 85.7% of students (n = 60), 

83.3% of lecturers (n = 15) and 81.8% of administrative staff (n = 9) believed that the course 

features (the types of technologies included in the course, like chat, simulations) that will help 

students learn the materials are chosen by the instructor or course designer but not by the students. 

However, 14.3% of students (n = 10), 16.7% of lecturers (n = 3) and 18.2% of administrative staff 

(n = 2) believed that the course features that will help students learn the intended materials are 
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chosen by students or with their contribution. Based on the Chi-square test there were no 

significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in 

Australia on this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 0.15, p = .92] toward instructivism. 

 

Table 3.19 Comparison of Responses to Source of Learning Materials 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Non- Existent 60 85.7 15 83.3 9 81.8 

0.15 
Unrestricted 10 14.3 3 16.7 2 18.2 

USA Participants 
Non- Existent 54 75.0 14 66.7 9 69.2 

0.65 
Unrestricted 18 25.0 7 33.3 4 30.8 

Note: Non- Existent = Instructivism; Unrestricted = Constructivism 

 

Concerning question 17, the American sample showed that 75.0% of students (n = 54), 

66.7% of lecturers (n = 14) and 69.2% of administrative staff (n = 9) believed that the course 

features (the types of technologies included in the course, like chat, simulations) that will help 

students learn the materials are chosen by the instructor or course designer but not by the students. 

However, 25.0% of students (n = 18), 33.3% of lecturers (n = 7) and 30.8% of administrative staff 

(n = 4) believed that the course features that will help students learn the intended materials are 

chosen by students or with their contribution. Based on the Chi-square test, there were no 

significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in 

America on this question [2  (2, N = 106) = 0.65, p = .72] toward instructivism. (See Table 3.19) 

Comparing the responses to question 17 between one faculty in an Australian university 

and one faculty in a US university about the source of learning materials showed that there is still 

similarity in orientation of instructivism in both countries. From this perspective, the majority of 

students claimed the instructor centre rather than student centre was the source of choosing 
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materials [2  (1, N = 142) = 2.57, p = .10]. Also the results of Chi-square test showed that there 

were no significant differences between Australian and American lecturers’ perspectives on this 

question [2 (1, N = 39) = 1.41, p = .23] toward instructivism. In addition, the results of Chi-square 

test showed that there were no significant differences between Australian and American 

administrative staff’s perspectives on this question [2 (1, N = 24) =0. 50, p = .47] toward 

instructivism. Interestingly, the fact that the dominant approach of learner control is objectivism 

shows that there is strong restriction for learners in both e-learning systems.  

User Activity 

The factor of user activity with two dimensions, mathemagenic and generative has been 

measured by two questions. The dimension of mathemagenic of user activity indicates the 

orientation of instructivism and the dimension of generative user activity indicates the orientation 

of constructivism. The first question (Q18) is about knowledge engagements and the second 

question (Q19) is about learning resources. Table 3.20 and Table 3.21 show the results. 

Question18: Knowledge Engagements 

According to Table 3.20, the results of the Australian sample regarding Q18 showed that 

74.3% of students (n = 52), 77.8% of lecturers (n = 14) and 81.8% of administrative staff (n = 9) 

believed that students do not have any involvement in producing and representing  knowledge 

which is the mathemagenic, passive approach to acquiring knowledge. However, 25.7% of 

students (n = 18), 22.2% of lecturers (n = 4) and 18.2% of administrative staff (n = 2) believed that 

students are engaged in the process of creating, elaborating, or representing  knowledge which is 

the generative active approach in the process of learning. These results indicated that two-thirds 

of participants were oriented towards instructivism rather than constructivism. Based on the Chi-
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square test there were no significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative 

staff’s perspectives in Australia on this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 0.11, p = .94]. 

Table 3.20  Comparison of Responses to Knowledge Engagements 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Mathemagenic  52 74.3 14 77.8 9 81.8 

0.11 
Generative 18 25.7 4 22.2 2 18.2 

USA Participants 
Mathemagenic  36 50.0 10 47.6 6 46.2 

0.08 
Generative 36 50.0 11 52.4 7 53.8 

Note: Mathemagenic = Instructivism; Generative = Constructivism 

Also, the response to Q18 by Americans showed that 50.0% of students (n = 36), 47.6% of 

lecturers (n = 10) and 46.2% of administrative staff (n = 6) believed that students do not have any 

involvement in producing and representing knowledge which is the mathemagenic, passive 

approach to acquiring knowledge. However, 50.0% of students (n = 36), 52.4% of lecturers (n = 

11) and 53.8% of administrative staff (n = 7) believed that students are engaged in the process of 

creating, elaborating, representing of knowledge which is the generative active approach in the 

process of learning. Based on the Chi-square test, there were no significant differences between 

students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in America on this question [2  (2, N = 

106) = 0.08, p = .95]. 

Comparing results of question 18 between one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that the dominant orientation of knowledge engagement in one 

faculty in an Australian university is instructivism which means that two thirds of students, 

lecturers and administrative staff believed that the students do not play a role in creating or 

producing knowledge. However, the responses of American students to this question revealed that 

half of them believed in an instructivism orientation and half of them believed in a constructivism 

orientation [2  (1, N = 142) = 8.88, p = .003]. It can be concluded that some students have engaged 
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in the process of learning by creating and producing their own learning materials however, some 

of them act passively in the process of learning. In addition more than half of American lecturers 

and administrative staff believed in a constructivism orientation of user activity in their e-learning 

system. It is worth noting that just one participant can change the pattern of dominant orientation 

in lecturers and administrative staff. Indeed replication of results may cause different results. Also 

according to the results of Chi-square test, there were no significant differences between Australian 

and American lecturers’ perspectives on this question [2  (1, N = 39) = 3.72, p = .05]. In addition, 

the results of Chi-square test showed there were no significant differences between Australian and 

American administrative staff’s perspectives on this question [2 (1, N = 24) =1.73, p =. 18]. 

Question 19: Learning Resources 

Concerning question 19, Australian responses showed that 65.7% of students (n = 46), 50% 

of lecturers (n = 9) and 63.6% of administrative staff (n = 7) believed that students usually access 

representations of provided learning resources according to a predetermined path. However, 

34.3% of students (n = 24), 50% of lecturers (n = 9) and 36.4% of administrative staff (n = 4) 

believed that the learning resources of the course are usually presented to students, but they create 

their own uses of the learning resources within the course. Although the perspective of lecturers 

to this question is half instructivism and half constructivism, students and administrative staff are 

strongly oriented towards objectivism. Based on the Chi-square test there were no significant 

differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in Australia on this 

question [2  (2, N = 99) = 1.51, p = .46]. 
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Table 3.21 Comparison of Responses to Learning Resources 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Mathemagenic  46 65.7 9 50 7 63.6 

1.51 
Generative 24 34.3 9 50 4 36.4 

USA Participants 
Mathemagenic  45 62.5 9 42.9 3 23.1 

10.85* 
Generative 27 37.5 12 57.1 10 76.9 

Note: Mathemagenic = Instructivism; Generative = Constructivism 

*p<.05 

Concerning question 19, American responses showed that 62.5% of students (n = 45), 

42.9% of lecturers (n = 9) and 23.1% of administrative staff (n = 3) believed in a mathemagenic 

source of learning claiming that students usually access representations of provided learning 

resources according to a predetermined path. However, 37.5% of students (n = 27), 57.1% of 

lecturers (n = 12) and 76.9% of administrative staff (n = 10) believed in a generative source of 

learning claiming that the learning resources of the course are usually presented to students, but 

they create their own uses of the learning resources within the course. Based on the Chi-square 

test, there were significant differences between students and lecturers with an instructivism 

orientation and administrative staff with a constructivism orientation in America on this question 

[2  (2, N = 106) =10.85, p = .004]. (See Table 3.21) 

Comparing the results of question 19 between participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university and participants of one faculty in an American university showed there were no 

significant differences between Australian and American students’ perspectives on this question 

[2 (1, N = 142) = 0.15, p = .69] toward instructivism. Also according to the results of Chi-square 

test, there were no significant differences between Australian and American lecturers’ perspectives 

on this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 0.19, p = .65] toward instructivism. In addition, the results of 
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Chi-square test showed there were significant differences between Australian (instructivism) and 

American (constructivism) administrative staff on this question [2  (1, N = 24) =5.91, p = .01]. 

Collaborative Learning 

The factor of collaborative learning with two dimensions, namely unsupported and 

integrated, was measured by two questions. The dimension of unsupported reflected the orientation 

of instructivism, however, the dimension of integrated reflected the orientation of constructivism. 

The first question (Q20) is about approach to learning activities and the second question (Q21) is 

about facilities of learning. 

Question 20: Approach of Learning Activities 

According to Table 3.22, the responses to Q20 by Australians showed that 58.6% of 

students (n = 41), 44.4% of lecturers (n = 8) and 63.6% of administrative staff (n = 7) believed that 

the approach to learning activities in their e-learning educational system is unsupported  claiming 

students usually work individually on their learning activities or projects. However, 41.4% of 

students (n = 29), 55.6% of lecturers (n = 10) and 36.4% of administrative staff (n = 4) believed 

that the approach to learning activities in their e-learning educational system is integrated with 

others claiming students usually (are encouraged to) work with a group on their learning activities 

or projects. Based on the Chi-square test there were no significant differences between students, 

lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in Australia on this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 

2.61, p = .27] toward instructivism. 

Table 3.22 Comparison of Responses to Approach of Learning Activities 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Unsupported 41 58.6 8 44.4 7 63.6 

2.61 
Integrated 29 41.4 10 55.6 4 36.4 

USA Participants Unsupported 31 43.1 3 14.3 4 30.8 6.01* 
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Integrated 41 56.9 18 85.7 9 69.2 

Note: Unsupported = Instructivism; Integrated = Constructivism 

*p<.05 

Also, the responses to Q20 by Americans showed that 43.1% of students (n = 31), 14.3% 

of lecturers (n = 3) and 30.8% of administrative staff (n = 4) believed that the approach to learning 

activities in their e-learning educational system is unsupported claiming students usually work 

individually on their learning activities or projects. However, 56.9% of students (n = 41), 85.7% 

of lecturers (n = 18) and 69.2% of administrative staff (n = 9) believed that the approach to learning 

activities in their e-learning educational system is integrated. Based on the Chi-square test, there 

were significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in 

America on this question [2  (2, N = 106) = 6.01, p = .04]. 

Comparing the responses to question 20 about the approach of learning activities between 

one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university showed that there were 

no significant differences between Australian and American students’ perspectives on this question 

[2 (1, N = 142) = 3.41, p = .06] toward instructivism. Also the results of Chi-square test showed 

there were significant differences between Australian and American lecturers’ perspectives on this 

question [2 (1, N = 39) = 4.35, p = .03]. In addition, according to the results of Chi-square test, 

there were no significant differences between Australian and American administrative staff’s 

perspectives on this question [2  (1, N = 24) =0.08, p = .77]. 

Question 21: Facilities of Learning to Act Collaboratively 

Concerning question 21, answers by Australians showed that 25.7% of students (n = 18), 

33.3% of lecturers (n = 6) and 36.4% of administrative staff (n = 4) believed that there are limited 

or no facilities (technical) for setting up collaborating learning in their learning environments. 

However, 74.3% of students (n = 52), 66.7% of lecturers (n = 12) and 63.6% of administrative 
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staff (n = 7) believed that a wide range of different facilities and features are provided for setting 

up collaborating learning in their learning environments. Based on the Chi-square test there were 

no significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in 

Australia on this question [2  (2, N = 99) = 0.80, p = .66] toward constructivism. 

Table 3.23 Comparison of Responses to Facilities of Learning to Act Collaboratively 

 Paradigm 
Students Lecturers Staff 

χ2 
N % N % N % 

AUS Participants 
Unsupported 18 25.7 6 33.3 4 36.4 

0.80 
Integrated 52 74.3 12 66.7 7 63.6 

USA Participants 
Unsupported 13 18.1 4 19.0 13 100 

2.84 
Integrated 59 81.9 17 81.0 0 0 

Note: Unsupported = Instructivism; Generative = Constructivism 

Also, the answers to  question 21 by Americans showed that 18.1% of students (n = 13), 

19.0% of lecturers (n = 4) and 100% of administrative staff (n = 13) believed in unsupported 

facilities for learning claiming that there are limited or no facilities (technical) for setting up 

collaborating learning in their learning environments. However, 81.9% of students (n = 59), 

81.0% of lecturers (n = 17) and no administrative staff (n = 0) believed in integrated facilities for 

learning claiming that a wide range of different facilities and features are provided for setting up 

collaborating learning in their learning environments. Based on the Chi-square test, there were no 

significant differences between students, lecturers and administrative staff’s perspectives in 

America on this question [2  (2, N = 106) = 2.84, p = .24]. (See Table 3.23) 

These results showed that the dominant orientation of participants of one faculty in an 

Australian university was constructivism. This indicates that the e-learning environment tries to 

support users with respect to different facilities. Similar results in one faculty in an American 

university indicated that in both countries the facilities for collaborative learning are constructed 

as good. Based on the Chi-square test, there were no significant differences between Australian 
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and American students’ perspectives on this question [2  (1, N = 142) = 1.22, p = .26]. Also the 

results of Chi-square test showed there were no significant differences between Australian and 

American lecturers’ perspectives on this question [2 (1, N = 39) = 1.03, p = .30]. In addition, 

according to the results of Chi-square test, there were significant differences between Australian 

and American administrative staff’s perspectives on this question [2 (1, N = 24) =5.67, p = .01]. 

As  shown in Figure 3.1, to sum up, the dominant aspect of the cultural dimension in one 

faculty in an Australian university in all academic positions is towards instructivism in most 

factors. The reason for that dominant orientation is that most participants of one faculty in an 

Australian university belonged to an international community (mostly students are from eastern 

Asian culture) rather than the domestic environment. This is congruent with the evidence that 

shows that the rate of international students who are attending e-learning courses in Australia is 

higher than domestic students.  

The dominant aspect of constructivism in e-learning in America was focused on a student 

centred orientation which shows the level of development of the learning environment in America 

in both quality and quantity. This approach to e-learning reflected the stage of development as well 

as the cultural social background of the participants especially the students. The fact that America 

has been known as the most developed country in the world in relation to high technology can 

affect the e-learning educational perspective of its suppliers. For sure, the more highly novel the 

technological educational system, the stronger the perspective of constructivism in the academics.  
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Figure 3.1. Mean level of Cultural Dimensions based on Participants in one faculty in an Australian and one faculty 

in a US university 

This chapter discussed the dominant cultural orientations of e-practice in Australian and 

American e-learning systems and then compared the results of the two countries. The following 

chapter investigates the current status of e-practice such as pedagogy, performance appraisal, 

instructional design, and technological, administrative and support services in one faculty in an 

Australian and one faculty in a US university . 
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CHAPTER 4 : The Current Status of e-Practice 

Introduction 

The principles of constructivist educational theory have come to be central to e-learning 

practice (Nkonge & Gueldenzoph, 2006). Constructivist thought on e-pedagogy has provided basic 

principles of constructivism learning theory (Doolittle, 1999; Hein, 1991) for e-teaching best 

practices (Alley & Jansak, 2001; Hacker & Niederhauser, 2000; Keeton, 2004). E-practice focused 

on learning and teaching processes is based on operational policies and practice standards for 

virtual learning environments (Kala et al., 2010). According to the evidence, practice which is 

based on learning and teaching theories can support online learning courses by developing a model 

for the learning and teaching process (Oliver, 2001; Thurmond, 2002). 

A large number of researchers have directed their attention to the field of e-learning 

practice. These studies provide a variety of models, guidelines, critical success factors and 

benchmarks put forward as best e-learning practice in order to enhance and assure quality in higher 

education institutes. To give a comprehensive picture of the practice of e-learning, current e-

practice work is reviewed and divided into two methodological approaches, namely theoretically 

oriented and practically oriented e-practice work. However, such a framework cannot include all 

the contributions to and research studies about e-practice; there may be other e-practice researches 

not presented in this research, for example, some e-practice work is focused on technologically-

driven aims without any attempt at pedagogy-driven design. In light of the need for quality 

improvement of learning practice, investigation of comparative e-practices such as  pedagogy, 

performance appraisal, instructional design, and technological, administrative and support services 

is critically important (Chickering et al., 1987; Commissions, 2001; Dragon et al., 2013; Finger et 

al., 2006; FitzPatrick, 2012; Granato, 2008; Holsapple & Lee‐Post, 2006; Jacobson et al., 2005; 
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Khan & Kala et al., 2010; Marshall, 2012; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007; 

Zhao, 2003; Zhou, 2012;). 

 Consequently, the second aim of this current research is to compare e-practice between an 

Australian university and an American university in order to ultimately improve the quality of 

online learning courses in Australian and American universities. Accordingly, a researcher 

questionnaire addressing e-practice factors was devised. To provide a more comprehensive 

understanding of these factors and sub-factors, they are summarized in Table 4.1.  

 

 

 

Table 4.1 E-practice Factors and sub-factors  

Factors Sub-Factors References 

Pedagogical Practice 

Student-centred interactivity 

Socio-communication 

Learning  environment 
Assessment 

Learning  resources 

(Chickering et al.,1987; Sangrà, 2002; Finger et al., 
2006; Khan,2008 and Zhou,2012) 

Technological 

Practice 

The technological infrastructure 

Functionality of platforms 

Accessibility 

Reasonably  

User interface design 

(Sangrà,2002; Finger et al., 2006; Jacobson,2005; 

Holsapple and Lee-Post,2006; Volery; Lord,2000; 

Selim,2007; Khan, 2008; FitzPatrick,2012; 

Guribye,2015) 

Instructional Design 

Practice 

Clarifying expectations 

Personalisation 

Learning Scenarios 

Organizing  resources 

Quality and accuracy 

(Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Finger et al., 2006; Putnam 

& Borko, 2000; Marshall,2012) 

Organisational 

Practice 

Institutional affairs 

Administrative affairs 

Research and development  

Precedent and reputation 

(Novak, 2002; Sangrà, 2002; Khan, 2008 and Dragon 

et al., 2013) 

Support Services 

Practice 

Administrative support services 

Technical support services 

Academic support services 

(Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Sangrà, 2002; Finger et 
al., 2006; Volery and Lord, 2000; Selim,2007; 

Khan,2008;FitzPatrick,2012) 

Performance 

Appraisal Practice 

Cost- effectiveness 

Learning Effectiveness 

Satisfaction 

(Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Sangrà, 2002; Sloan-C, 

2002; Khan, 2005; Kala et al., 2010; Zhou, 2012 and 

FitzPatrick, 2012) 
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Method 

 

Participants and Design 

The group participants in this study are basically the same as in the previous study 

described in chapter 3 but some people were unable to participate in this study so the researcher 

added some new volunteers into this study. A total of 231 participants from an Australian 

university and an American university were recruited to take part in this study through an online 

invitation email asking for volunteers. To check the normality of the distribution and homogeneity 

of variance in this sample the researcher applied several tests including Boxplot and Kolmogorov–

Smirnov. The results indicated 16 cases as outliers (7 Australian cases and 9 American cases) so 

they were excluded from the main analysis. Of the remaining sample of 215, 129 participants were 

female, and 86 were male. They reported their age as 20-30 years (n = 99), 30-40 years (n = 68) 

and 40-50 years (n = 48). Of them, 149 participants were students, 45 were lecturers and 21 were 

administrative staff. The type of previous experience of participants in e-learning educational 

system was categorised as both blended and online (n = 155) or fully online (n = 60). Table 5.2 is 

a summary of the demographic makeup of the participants of both countries. 

Table 4.2 Demographic information  based on  Country 

Country Gender N Age N Position N Experience N 

AUS 

Female 59 20  to 30 57 Student 71 Blended and online 62 

Male 40 30  to 40 20 Lecturers 20 Fully online 37 

--- --- 40  to 50 22 Staff 8 --- --- 

Total 99 

USA 

Female 70 20  to 30 42 Student 78 Blended and online 93 

Male 46 30  to 40 48 Lecturers 25 Fully online 23 

--- --- 40  to 50 26 Staff 13 --- --- 

Total 116 

All Total                                                215 
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The primary independent variables in this study were position of participants and the 

country. The dependent variables were pedagogical practice, technological practice, organizational 

practice, support practice, instructional design practice and performance appraisal practice. 

Material 

e-Practice questionnaire. The instrument used was a questionnaire self-constructed by the 

researcher. Exploratory factor analysis was applied to test the validity of the constructed 

questionnaire. The results of EFA showed that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy was equal to 0.84; this value is above the recommended value of 0.6.  Also the results 

of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were significant (2 (903) = 3955.92, p = .000). The communalities 

of items were above 0.4. Indeed, factor analysis was conducted with all 43 items. 

Principle components analysis was applied to introduce and test the composite e-practice 

score. The result showed that the six e-practice factors loaded on only one factor of e-practice, 

with an eigenvalue of 21.378, which can explain 49.717% of the variance. To conclude, a one-

factor solution was defined. In addition, internal consistency of the e-practice scales showed 

Cronbach's alpha as 0.88 which was in the high range of reliability. To empower the validity of 

the e-practice questionnaire further research would be suggested with a different population. 

In the first part of the questionnaire, demographic information of participants was sought 

including their gender, age, position, the type of their e-learning experience (fully online or 

blended)  as well as their country. The second part of the questionnaire had 43 questions to which 

participants provided their answers under the following instruction: “As part of an international 

eLearning research project, the University of (blank) is collaborating with the University of 

(blank) to compare and contrast practices at the two institutions. Your responses will help to 
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contribute to a broader understanding of similarities, differences, and best practices in the e-

Learning area. We want to thank you in advance for agreeing to participate in this online survey.”  

Participants answered each question by using the Likert scale (1 = Extremely Poor, 2- Poor, 

3= Average, 4= Above Average (good), 5= Excellent). It is worth mentioning that three versions 

of the e-practice questionnaire were presented to participants based on their positions (see 

Appendix 3). In each version the items were the same but the structure of each question was 

modified to be appropriate to the position of participants whether they were students, lecturers or 

administrative staff.  To assess the e-practice experience of the participants, the researcher 

enquired into 6 main factors of e-practice, namely pedagogical e-practice, technological e-practice, 

instructional design e-practice, organisational e-practice, support e-practice and performance 

appraisal e-practice using 43 questions. They are presented below with the sub-factors, items, 

questions and range of scores. The factor of pedagogical e-practice has 5 sub factors elicited by 13 

questions: student-centred interactivity, socio-communication, learning  environment, assessment 

and  learning  resources (Chickering et al., 1987; Finger et al., 2006; Khan, 2008; Sangrà, 2002; 

Zhou, 2012). The range of scores was 13 to 65. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.3 Sub-factors, Items and  Questions of  pedagogical e-practice  

Sub-Factors  Items Questions 

Student-centred interactivity   
  

Student centred practices 1 

Interactive network classroom 5 

Using the  blackboard discussion board 11 

Socio-communication   

Effective communication 16 

Facilities and opportunities 19 

The social interactive tools 20 

Competitive environment 24 

Learning  environment   
Flexible environment system 6 

Environmental learning facilities 41 

Assessment   
 

Classroom constructive feedback 3 

Academic honesty plagiarism policy  10 

Feedback on assessment results 15 

Learning  resources   Access to e-resources 8 
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The factor of technological e-practice has 5 sub factors elicited by 7 questions: 

technological development, functionality of platforms, accessibility, reasonable and user interface 

design (Finger et al., 2006;  FitzPatrick, 2012; Guribye, 2015; Holsapple & Lee-Post, 2006; 

Jacobson et al., Khan, 2008; 2005; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007; Volery&Lord, 2000) . The scores 

ranged from 7 to 35. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The factor of instructional design e-practice has 5 sub factors elicited by 8 questions: 

clarifying expectations, personalisation, learning scenarios, organizing resources, and accuracy 

and awareness (Finger et al., 2006; Marshall, 2012;  Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; Putnam & Borko, 

2000;) . The range of scores was 8 to 36. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The factor of organisational e-practice has 4 sub factors elicited by 4 questions: 

institutional affairs, administrative affairs, research and development (R&D) and precedent and 

Table 4.4  Sub-factors, Items and  Questions of  technological e-practice  

Sub-factors  Items Questions 

Technological  development   
 

Infrastructural development 25 

IT  development 26 

Functionality of platforms   
LMS capabilities 31 

E-learning platforms  32 

Accessibility   Accessibility practice 27 

Reasonable   Reasonable 28 

User interface design  User- friendly and versatile 33 

Table 4.5 Sub-factors, Items and Questions of instructional design e-practice 

Sub-Factors  Items Questions 

Clarifying expectations   
Clear objectives and expectations 7 

The outline and syllabus 35 

Learning scenarios  
 

The content of modules 2 

Effective instructional strategies 4 

Quality and accuracy   Resources of instructional 22 

Reliable materials 23 

Personalization  Personalization 21 

Organizing rescores   Organizing online materials 9 
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reputation (Dragon et al., 2013; Khan, 2008; Novak, 2002; Sangrà, 2002).  The scores ranged from 

4 to 20. 

 

 

 

 

The factor of support services practices includes 3 sub factors and is elicited by 3 questions: 

administrative support services, technical support services and academic support services (Finger 

et al., 2006; FitzPatrick, 2012; Khan, 2008; Sangrà, 2002; Selim, 2007; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; 

Volery & Lord, 2000).The range of scores was 3 to 15. 

 

 

 

The factor of performance appraisal has 3 sub factors namely cost-effectiveness, learning 

effectiveness and satisfaction (FitzPatrick, 2012; Kala et al., 2010; Khan, 2005; Phipps & 

Merisotis, 2000;  Sangrà, 2002; Sloan-C, 2002; Zhou 2012 ) elicited by 8 questions. The range of 

scores was 8 to 40.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.6 Sub-factors, Items and Questions of  organisational e-practice  

Sub-Factors  Items Questions 

Institutional affaires  Clear and effective practice 30 

Administrative affairs   Supportive administrative  practice 12 

Research and development   Opportunities and facilities 18 

Precedent and reputation   University e-learning reputation 13 

Table 4.7 Sub-factors, Items and Questions of  support services e-practice 

Sub-Factors  Items Questions 

Administrative support services   Control and accountability system 34 

Technical support services Helpdesk support 29 

Academic support services   Academic administration support 14 

Table 4.8 Sub-factors, Items and Questions of  performance appraisal e-practice 

Sub-Factors  Item Questions 

Cost- effectiveness 
Tuition rates 17 

Cost-effectiveness of online course 39 

Learning effectiveness   

Improving quality of outcome 36 

Effective feedback on performance 37 

Standards of performance practice 38 

Satisfaction   

Achieve satisfactory performance 40 

Motivation to achieve outcomes 42 

E- learning experience satisfaction 43 
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Procedure 

After providing ethical approval, the study was conducted by creating an online 

questionnaire of e-practice using Lime Survey software. The link to the questionnaire then was 

sent to the e-learning centre of health sciences in both universities. The e-learning coordinators of 

each university then sent the link of the survey to their lecturers, administrative staff and students 

who were engaged with online courses. The participants responded to the questionnaire 

voluntarily. They first provided demographic information, then they turned to the main 

questionnaire. The last page was a thank you page. 

Results of current status of e-practice 

This section is concerned with the e-practice aspects of the two countries, Australia and the 

United States of America. The six main factors are dealt with in relation to the e-learning practices. 

Firstly the results of each factor and sub factor in relation to position in the Australian sample are 

discussed. Secondly the results of each individual factor in relation to this variable within the 

American sample are dealt with. Subsequently a comparison of  the results of each individual 

factor within the American and Australian samples is presented.  

Pedagogical e-Practice Factor Results 

The pedagogical e-practice factor was measured by 5 sub factors namely: student centred 

interactivity, socio-communication, assessment, learning resources and learning environment.  In 

this section, the results of each sub factor based on academic position and experience of 

participants in America and Australia about e-learning courses is reported. At the end the total 

results of all sub factors of the main factor of pedagogical e-practice have been reported. 
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Student Centred Interactivity 

Table 4.9 reports the means and standard deviations of the student centred interactivity 

sub-factor based on academic positions of Australian participants. As can be seen in this table, the 

highest mean regarding this sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 11.12, SD = 1.12). 

After administrative staff, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 9.70, SD = 2.27) and the 

lowest score was reported by the students (M = 9.07, SD = 1.45). To investigate if there are any 

differences in the evaluation of student centred interactivity between students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was a significant effect 

of academic position on evaluation of student centred interactivity by participants of one faculty 

in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 6.22, p = .003]. An LSD multiple comparison test between 

the three academic positions revealed that administrative staff reported this factor significantly 

higher than students and lecturers. However, the evaluation by lecturers and students of this sub-

factor were the same. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university believed that student centred interactivity e-practice is above average. 

 

Table 4.9 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of student centred interactivity  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 9.07 1.45 9.70 2.27 11.12 1.12 6.22 .003** 

USA Participants 10.39 1.13 11.10 1.01 11.23 1.01 6.21 .003** 

**p<.01 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to this sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 11.23, SD = 1.01). After administrative 

staff, the lecturers reported this factor (M = 11.10, SD = 0.91) with the next highest mean and the 

lowest score was reported by the students (M = 10.39, SD = 1.13). To investigate if there are any 
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differences on evaluation of student centred interactivity between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was a significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of student centred interactivity by participants of one 

faculty in an American university [F (2, 115) = 6.21, p = .003]. An LSD multiple comparison test 

between the three levels of academic positions revealed that students  reported this factor 

significantly lower than administrative staff and lecturers. However, the evaluation of this sub 

factor between lecturers and administrative staff was the same. The results showed that all 

participants of one faculty in a US university believed that student centred interactivity was above 

average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences on evaluation of this 

sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff; both evaluated this sub factor 

higher than students and lecturers [F (1, 20) = 0.05, p = .82].  Also the results of ANOVA revealed 

that there was significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and 

American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 7.94, p = .007]. Comparing the means of both samples indicated 

that American lecturers evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australian lecturers. To 

continue, an ANOVA test showed that there was a significant difference in evaluation of this sub 

factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 39.03, p = .00]. Comparing the 

means of both samples indicated that American students evaluated this sub factor significantly 

higher than Australian students. The results showed that in both countries, students, lecturers and 

administrative staff believed that student centred interactivity was above average. 
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Socio- communication 

Table 4.10 reports the means and standard deviations of the socio- communication sub-

factor based on the academic position of Australian participants. As can be seen in this table, the 

highest mean regarding this sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 14.50, SD = 1.69). 

After administrative staff, the students reported this sub factor (M = 12.71, SD = 1.55) next highest 

and the lowest score was reported by the lecturers (M = 12.70, SD = 2.07). To investigate whether 

there are any differences in evaluation of socio- communication between students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was a significant effect 

of academic position on evaluation of student centred interactivity by participants of one faculty 

in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 4.16, p = .01]. An LSD multiple comparison test between 

the three academic positions revealed that administrative staff reported this factor significantly 

higher than students and lecturers. However, the evaluation by lecturers and students of this sub-

factor was the same. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university believed socio- communication was above average. 

Table 4.10 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of socio - communication  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 12.71 1.55 12.70 2.07 14.50 1.69 4.16 .01* 

USA Participants 13.84 1.40 13.06 1.06 12.84 1.77 6.21 .003** 

*p<.05 

**p<.01 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the 

answers to this sub factor belonged to students (M = 13.84, SD = 1.40). After students, the lecturers 

reported this factor (M = 13.06, SD = 1.06) next highest and the lowest score was reported by the 

administrative staff (M = 12.84, SD = 1.77). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation 

of socio- communication between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA 
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was applied. The results showed that there was a significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of this sub factor by participants of one faculty in an American university [F (2, 115) = 

6.21, p = .003]. An LSD multiple comparison test between the three levels of academic positions 

revealed that students reported this factor significantly higher than administrative staff and 

lecturers. However, the evaluation of this sub factor by lecturers and administrative staff was the 

same. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in a US university believed socio-

communication to be above average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of this sub 

factor between Australian and American administrative staff; Americans evaluated this sub factor 

higher than Australians [F (1, 20) = 4.46, p = .04].  Also the results of ANOVA revealed that there 

was no significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American 

lecturers [F (1, 44) = 0.58, p = .45]. An ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference 

in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 39.00, p 

= .00]. The results showed that in both countries, students, lecturers and administrative staff 

believed socio-communication to be above average. 

Assessment 

Table 4.11 reports the mean and standard deviation of the assessment sub factor based on 

the academic position of Australian and American participants. As can be seen in this table, the 

highest mean regarding this sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 11.87, SD = 1.35). 

After administrative staff, the students reported this sub factor (M = 10.18, SD = 1.21) as next 

highest and the lowest score was reported by the lecturers (M = 9.85, SD = 1.59). To investigate if 

there are any differences in evaluation of this sub factor between students, lecturers and 
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administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was a significant effect 

of academic position on evaluation of assessment on participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university [F (2, 98) = 7.21, p = .001]. An LSD multiple comparison test between the three 

academic positions revealed that administrative staff reported this factor significantly higher than 

students and lecturers. However, the evaluations by lecturers and students of this sub-factor were 

the same. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university 

believed assessment to be above average. 

Table 4.11 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of assessment  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 10.18 1.21 9.85 1.59 11.87 1.35 7.21 .001** 

USA Participants 10.59 1.11 11.39 1.31 10.00 1.41 6.78 .002** 

**p<.01 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to this sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 11.39, SD = 1.31). After them, students reported this 

factor (M = 10.59, SD = 1.11) next highest and the lowest score was reported by the administrative 

staff (M = 10.00, SD = 1.41). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of socio- 

communication between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was a significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of this sub factor by participants of one faculty in an American university [F (2, 115) = 

6.78, p = .002]. An LSD multiple comparison test between the three levels of academic position 

revealed that lecturers reported this factor significantly higher than administrative staff and 

students. However, the evaluation of this sub factor by students and administrative staff was the 

same. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in a US university believed assessment 

was above average. 
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Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of this sub factor 

between Australian and American administrative staff; Australians evaluated this sub factor higher 

than Americans [F (1, 20) = 8.97, p = .007].  The results of ANOVA revealed that there were 

significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers 

[F (1, 44) = 12.69, p = .001] which indicated that Australian administrative staff evaluated the 

assessment sub factor more highly significantly than American administrative staff. An ANOVA 

test showed that there was a significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between 

Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 4.67, p = .03] illustrating that American students 

evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australian students. The results showed that in 

both countries, students, lecturers and administrative staff believed assessment was above average. 

Learning Resources 

Table 4.12 reports the means and standard deviations of the learning resources sub factor 

based on the academic position of Australian and American participants. As can be seen in this 

table, the highest mean regarding this sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 4.37, SD = 0.67). After 

them, the  administrative staff reported this sub factor (M = 4.12, SD = 0.64) next highest and the 

lowest score was reported by students (M = 3.54, SD = 0.71). To investigate if there are any 

differences in evaluation of this sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was a significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of this sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university 

[F (2, 98) = 11.41, p = .00]. An LSD multiple comparison test between the three academic positions 

revealed that students reported this factor significantly lower than administrative staff and 

lecturers. However, the evaluation by lecturers and administrative staff of this sub-factor was the 
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same. The results showed that in Australia, students believed that learning resources were above 

average. However, lecturers and administrative staff assessed this sub factor as excellent. 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to this sub factor belonged to students (M = 4.37, SD = 0.58). Lecturers reported this factor next 

highest (M = 4.18, SD = 0.55) and the lowest score was reported by the administrative staff (M = 

4.00, SD = 1.00). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of this sub factor between 

American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed 

that there was no significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor by 

.54% of participants of one faculty in an American university[F (2, 115) = 2.40, p = .09]. The 

results showed that in America, students, lecturers and administrative staff believed learning 

resources were available at an excellent level.  

Table 4.12 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of learning resources  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 3.54 0.71 4.37 0.67 4.12 0.64 11.41 .00*** 

USA Participants 4.37 0.58 4.18 0.55 4.00 1.00 2.40 .09 

***p<.001 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences on evaluation of this 

sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 0.09, p = .75].  Also 

the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of this sub 

factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 0.77, p = .38]. An ANOVA test 

showed that there was significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian 

and American students [F (1, 148) = 60.62, p = .00] illustrating that American students evaluated 

this sub factor significantly higher than Australian students. Comparing the results of participants 
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of one faculty in an Australian university and participants of one faculty in an American university 

showed that only Australian students assessed this sub factor as above average while American 

students and lecturers and Australian lecturers and administrative staff believed learning resources 

were excellent. 

Learning Environment 

Table 4.13 reports the means and standard deviations of the learning environment sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of this sub factor in Australia 

belonged to administrative staff (M = 8.25, SD = 1.03). After them, the lecturers reported this sub 

factor (M = 7.75, SD = 1.06) as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 7.52, SD 

= 0.89). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of this sub factor between students, 

lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no 

significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor by participants of one 

faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 2.37, p = .09]. The results showed that in Australia, 

students and lecturers believed the learning environment was above average. Also administrative 

staff assessed this sub factor as at an excellent level. 

Table 4.13 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of learning environment  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 7.52 0.89 7.75 1.06 8.25 1.03 2.37 .09 

USA Participants 8.04 0.86 7.70 0.73 7.53 0.51 3.28 .04* 

*p<.05 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean regarding 

this sub factor belonged to students (M = 8.04, SD = 0.86). Lecturers reported this factor next 

highest (M = 7.70, SD = 0.73) and the lowest score was reported by the administrative staff (M = 
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7.53, SD = 0.51). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of this sub factor between 

American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed 

that there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor by  

participants of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 3.28, p = .04]. An LSD test showed that 

students evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than lecturers and administrative staff. There 

were no differences in evaluation by lecturers and administrative staff of this sub factor. The results 

showed that in America, students believed the learning environment was at an excellent level.  

However, lecturers and administrative staff assessed this sub factor as only above average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of this sub 

factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 4.43, p = .04]; Australians 

significantly evaluated this sub factor higher than Americans.  However, the results of ANOVA 

revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian 

and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 0.02, p = .87]. An ANOVA test showed that there was 

significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American students 

[F (1, 148) = 13.36, p = .00]; American students evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than 

Australian students. Comparing the results of Australians and Americans showed that Australian 

staff and American students assessed this sub factor at an excellent level while American lecturers 

and staff and Australian lecturers and students believed the learning environment was above 

average. 

Pedagogical e-Practice  

Table 4.14 reports the means and standard deviations of the pedagogical e-practice factor 

based on the academic positions of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 
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faculty in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the pedagogical e-

practice factor in Australia belonged to administrative staff (M = 49.87, SD = 3.31). After them, 

the lecturers reported the pedagogical e-practice factor (M = 44.35, SD = 5.29) as high and the 

lowest score was reported by students (M = 43.04, SD = 4.01). To investigate if there are any 

differences in evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice factor between students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice factor by participants of 

one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 9.43, p = .00]. An LSD test revealed that 

administrative staff evaluated this factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. However, 

there was no difference between the evaluation of students and lecturers of this factor. The results 

showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university believed pedagogical e-

practice was above average. 

Table 4.14 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of pedagogical e-practice  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 43.04 4.01 44.35 5.29 49.87 3.31 9.43 .00*** 

USA Participants 47.26 3.11 47.45 2.60 45.61 2.81 1.91 .15 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the pedagogical e-practice factor belonged to lecturers (M = 47.45, SD = 2.60). After them, 

students  reported this factor next highest (M = 47.26, SD = 3.11) and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M = 45.61, SD = 2.81). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no significant main 
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effect of academic position on evaluation of pedagogical e-practice factor by  participants of one 

faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 1.91, p = .15]. The results showed that all participants of 

one faculty in a US university believed pedagogical e-practice was above average.  Comparing the 

answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US showed 

that there were significant differences in evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice factor between 

Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 9.92, p = .005]; Australians significantly 

evaluated the pedagogical e-practice factor higher than Americans.  However, the results of 

ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice 

factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 6.63, p = .01]; Americans evaluated 

this factor significantly higher than Australians. To continue, an ANOVA test showed that there 

was significant difference in evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice factor between Australian 

and American students [F (1, 148) = 51.95, p = .00]; American students evaluated this factor 

significantly higher than Australian students. The results showed that in both countries, students, 

lecturers and administrative staff believed pedagogical e-practice to be above average. (See Figure 

4.1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Mean level of pedagogical e-practice  
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Technological e-Practice Factor Results 

In this section, the participants’ assessments of the technological e-practice factor and its 

sub factors, technological infrastructure, technological platforms, accessibility, reusability, and 

interface design are reported. The results of the Australian sample and the results of the American 

sample are presented first, followed by the comparative results between Australians and 

Americans. 

Technological Infrastructure 

Table 4.15 reports the means and standard deviations of the technological infrastructure 

sub factor based on the academic positions of the participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university and one faculty in a US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest 

mean of the  technological infrastructure sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 7.75, SD = 1.44). 

After them, the students  reported this sub factor (M = 7.66, SD = 0.97) as high and the lowest 

score was reported by administrative staff (M = 7.62, SD = 0.74). To investigate if there are any 

differences in evaluation of the technological infrastructure sub factor between students, lecturers 

and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no significant 

main effect of academic position on evaluation of the technological infrastructure sub factor by 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 0.06, p = .93] which means that 

there is no difference between the evaluation of lecturers, students and administrative staff of the 

technological infrastructure in Australia. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in 

an Australian university believed the technological infrastructure was above average. 
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Table 4.15 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of technological infrastructure  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  7.66 0.97 7.75 1.44 7.62 0.74 0.06 .93 

USA Participants 8.20 0.72 7.96 0.45 4.84 1.40 103.38 .00*** 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean regarding 

the  technological infrastructure sub factor belonged to students (M = 8.20, SD = 0.72). After them 

lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 7.96, SD = 0.45), and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M = 4.84, SD = 1.40). Based on an ANOVA test, there was significant 

main effect of academic position on evaluation of technological infrastructure [F (2, 115) = 103.38, 

p = 0.00). An LSD multiple comparison test showed that students and lecturers evaluated this 

factor significantly higher than administrative staff.  However, there was no significant difference 

between the evaluation of students and lecturers of this sub factor. The results of the technological 

infrastructure assessment showed that the staff believed this sub factor was at an average level, the 

lecturers believed this sub factor was above average and students believed it was at an excellent 

level. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

technological infrastructure sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F 

(1, 20) = 26.35, p = .00]; Australians significantly evaluated the technological infrastructure sub 

factor higher than Americans.  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no 

significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers 

[F (1, 44) = 0.47, p = .49]. An ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference in 
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evaluation between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 15.19, p = .00] illustrating that 

American students evaluated the technological infrastructure sub factor significantly higher than 

Australian students. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university considered it above average however, participants of one faculty in a US university had 

different evaluations. American lecturers assessed this sub factor above average, students believed 

it to be excellent and staff believed technological infrastructure to be only average. 

 

Technological Platform 

Table 4.16 reports the means and standard deviations of the technological platform sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the technological 

platform sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 7.12, SD = 0.83). After them, the lecturers 

reported the technological platform sub factor (M = 6.75, SD = 1.33) as high and the lowest score 

was reported by students (M = 6.22, SD = 0.98). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the technological platform sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative 

staff, ANOVA was applied. It was found that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of technological platforms [F (2, 98) = 3.95, p = 0.02). An LSD multiple 

comparison test showed that administrative staff evaluated technological platforms higher than 

lecturers and students. There was no significant difference in evaluation of this factor between 

students and lecturers. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university believed the technological platform to be above average. 
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Table 4.16 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of technological platform  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  6.22 0.98 6.75 1.33 7.12 0.83 3.95 .02** 

USA Participants 6.95 0.88 7.60 0.69 8.30 0.75 17.66 .00*** 

**p<.01 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean regarding 

the technological platform sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 8.30, SD = 0.75). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 7.60, SD = 0.69) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 6.95, SD = 0.88). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the technological platform sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. There was significant main effect of academic position 

on evaluation of technological platforms [F (2, 115) = 17.66, p = 0.00). An LSD multiple 

comparison test showed that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than 

lecturers and students. Also lecturers evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students. 

The results of the technological platform assessment showed that the American staff believed it 

was excellent, however, the lecturers and students believed it was only above average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

technological platform sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) 

= 11.30, p = .003]; Americans  significantly evaluated the technological platform sub factor higher 

than Australians.  The results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of the technological platform sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F 

(1, 44) = 7.80, p = .008]; Americans evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australians. 
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To continue, an ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference in evaluation of the 

technological platform sub factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 22.44, 

p = .00]; American students evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australian students. 

The results of the technological platform assessment showed that all participants of one faculty in 

an Australian university and American lecturers and students had the same opinion namely above 

average however, American staff had a different assessment, namely excellent, for technological 

platform. 

Accessibility 

Table 4.17 reports the means and standard deviations of the accessibility sub factor based 

on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US 

university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean regarding the accessibility sub factor in 

Australia belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.12, SD = 0.64). After them, the students reported 

the accessibility sub factor (M = 3.84, SD = 0.55) as high and the lowest score was reported by 

lecturers (M = 3.80, SD = 0.69). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

accessibility sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. 

The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of 

the accessibility sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 

0.93, p = .39].  The results showed that the Australian students and lecturers evaluated accessibility 

as above average whereas the staff evaluated this sub factor as excellent. 

Table 4.17 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of accessibility  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3.84 0.55 3.80 0.69 4.12 0.64 0.93 .39 

USA Participants 4.20 0.54 4.47 0.48 2.84 0.68 40.99 .00*** 

***p<.001 
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In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest 0.68 mean of 

answers to the accessibility sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 4.47, SD = 0.48). After them, 

students reported this factor next highest (M = 4.20, SD = 0.54) and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M = 2.84, SD = 0.68). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the accessibility sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative 

staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the accessibility sub factor participants of one faculty in a USA university 

[F (2, 115) = 40.99, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that lecturers evaluated this sub factor 

significantly higher than students and administrative staff. Also, students evaluated this sub factor 

significantly higher than administrative staff. The results showed that American students and 

lecturers believed accessibility to be excellent. However, the staff evaluated this sub factor as only 

average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

accessibility sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 17.96, 

p = .00]; Australians significantly evaluated the accessibility sub factor higher than Americans.  

However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in evaluation of the 

accessibility sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 14.51, p = .00]; 

Americans evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australians. An ANOVA test showed 

that there was significant difference in evaluation of the accessibility sub factor between Australian 

and American students [F (1, 148) = 16.09, p = .00] with American students evaluating 

accessibility significantly higher than Australian students. Comparing the results showed that 
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American students and lecturers assessed accessibility higher than Australian students and 

lecturers. On the other hand Australian staff assessed this sub factor higher than American staff.  

Reusability 

Table 4.18 reports the means and standard deviations of the reusability sub factor based on 

the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US 

university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia, the highest mean regarding the reusability sub 

factor belonged to lecturers (M = 4.10, SD = 0.96). After them, the administrative staff reported 

the sub factor (M = 3.87, SD = 0.35) as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 

3.77, SD = 0.56). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the reusability sub 

factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub 

factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 1.93, p = .15]. The 

results showed that Australian students and staff believed reusability was above average. Also, the 

lecturers evaluated this sub factor at an excellent level. 

Table 4.18 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of reusability  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3.77 0.56 4.10 0.96 3.87 0.35 1.93 0.15 

USA Participants 4.44 0.56 4.43 0.48 4.15 0.55 1.55 0.21 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the reusability sub factor belonged to students (M = 4.44, SD = 0.56). After them, lecturers 

reported this factor next highest (M = 4.43, SD = 0.48) and the lowest score was reported by the 

administrative staff (M = 4.15, SD = 0.55). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation 

of the reusability sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 
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ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the reusability sub factor  participants of one faculty in a USA university 

[F (2, 115) = 1.55, p = .21]. The results showed that all American participants believed reusability 

to be excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

reusability sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 1.60, p = 

.22]. The results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of this 

sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 2.27, p = .13]. An ANOVA test 

showed that there was significant difference in evaluation of it between Australian and American 

students [F (1, 148) = 51.00, p = .00]; American students evaluated the reusability sub factor 

significantly higher than Australian students. Comparing the results showed that the American 

students and staff assessed this sub factor higher than Australian students and staff. On the other 

hand Australian staff assessed this sub factor higher than American staff. 

Interface Design 

Table 4.19 reports the means and standard deviations of the interface design sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean for the Australian sample belonged 

to administrative staff (M = 3.25, SD = 0.46). After them, the lecturers reported this sub factor (M 

= 2.80, SD = 0.83) as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 2.50, SD = 0.67). 

To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the interface design sub factor between 

students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there 

was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the interface design sub factor 
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by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 4.88, p = .01]. An LSD test 

revealed that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students. 

However, there were no significant differences between administrative staff and lecturers. The 

results showed that Australian students and lecturers believed interface design was at an average 

level. However, the staff believed in above average interface design. 

Table 4.19 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of interface design  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  2.50 0.67 2.80 0.83 3.25 0.46 4.88 .01* 

USA Participants 3.10 0.65 3.56 0.48 4.38 0.50 26.81 . 00*** 

*p<.05 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the interface design sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.38, SD = 0.50). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 3.56, SD = 0.48) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 3.10, SD = 0.65). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the interface design sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 26.81, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated 

the interface design sub factor significantly higher than lecturers and students. Also, lecturers 

evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students. The results showed that American 

students and lecturers believed interface design was above average. However, the staff evaluated 

interface design as excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 
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interface design sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

26.46, p = .00]; Americans evaluated the interface design sub factor significantly higher than  

Australians. However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 14.99, p = 

.00]; American lecturers evaluated it significantly higher than Australian lecturers. To continue, 

an ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference in evaluation of the interface design 

sub factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 29.84, p = .00] in that American 

students evaluated it significantly higher than Australian students. Overall, comparing the results 

showed that Australian students and lecturers believed interface design was average. However, the 

American students and lecturers believed that interface design was above average. On the other 

hand Australian staff placed interface design e-practice above average whereas the staff believed 

it to be excellent. 

Technological e-Practice 

Table 4.20 reports the means and standard deviations of the technological e-practice factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia, the highest mean of responses to the 

technological e-practice factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 26.00, SD = 1.85). After them, 

the lecturers reported this factor (M = 25.20, SD = 3.05) as high and the lowest score was reported 

by students (M = 24.01, SD = 2.63). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

technological e-practice factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of this factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 3.06, 
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p = .05]. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university believed 

technological e-practice to be above average.  

Table 4.20 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of technological e-practice  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  24.01 2.63 25.20 3.05 26.00 1.85 3.06 .05 

USA Participants 26.90 1.71 28.04 1.24 24.53 1.39 20.78 .00*** 

***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the technological e-practice factor belonged to lecturers (M = 28.04, SD = 1.24). After them, 

students reported this factor next highest (M = 26.90, SD = 1.71) and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M = 24.53, SD = 1.39). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of technological factors between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was a significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the technological factor by  participants of one faculty in a US university 

[F (2, 115) = 20.78, p =]. An LSD test showed that lecturers evaluated the factor significantly 

higher than students and administrative staff. Also, students evaluated this factor significantly 

higher than administrative staff. The results showed that American students and staff believed 

technological e-practice to be above average. However, the lecturers believed in excellent 

technological e-practice.  

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

technological factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 2.25, p = 

.05].  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in evaluation 

of this factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 18.07, p = .00]; Americans 
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evaluated this factor significantly higher than Australians. To continue, an ANOVA test showed 

that there was significant difference in evaluation of the technological factor between Australian 

and American students [F (1, 148) = 64.37, p = .00]; American students evaluated it significantly 

higher than Australian students. Overall, comparing the results showed that all participants of one 

faculty in an Australian university and American students as well as staff believed technological 

e-practice to be above average. However, the American lecturers believed that technological e-

practice was excellent 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2. Mean level of technological e-practice  

 

Instructional Design e-Practice Factor Results 

In this section, the responses to questions about the instructional design factor and its sub 

factors, namely clarifying expectation, personalization, learning scenarios, organizing resources 

and accuracy materials are reported. First the results of the Australian sample and then the results 

of the American sample are presented, followed by the comparative results between Australians 

and Americans. 

 

 

Technological e-Practice 

AUS Participants 
USA Participants 

Extremely poor 

Poor 

Average 

Good 

Excellent 



 
 

139 
 

Clarifying Expectation 

Table 4.21 reports the means and standard deviations regarding the clarifying expectation 

sub factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean, for Australia, belonged 

to administrative staff (M = 8.37, SD = 0.51). After them, the lecturers reported the clarifying 

expectation sub factor (M = 7.85, SD = 1.08) as high and the lowest score was reported by students 

(M = 7.69, SD = 0.99). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of this sub factor 

between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that 

there was no significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the clarifying 

expectation sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 1.79, 

p = .17].  The results showed that Australian students and lecturers believed clarifying expectation 

was above average. Also, the staff believed in excellent clarifying expectation. 

Table 4.21 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of clarifying expectation  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  7.69 0.99 7.85 1.08 8.37 0.51 1.79 0.17 

USA Participants 7.69 0.79 8.04 0.93 5.46 0.96 44.97 .00*** 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the clarifying expectation sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 8.04, SD = 0.93). After them, 

students reported this factor next highest (M = 7.69, SD = 0.79) and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M = 5.46, SD = 0.96). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the clarifying expectation sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of the clarifying expectation sub factor by  participants 
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of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 44.97, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that 

administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly lower than students and lecturers. There 

were no differences between the evaluation of lecturers and students. The results showed that 

American staff believed clarifying expectation to be average. However, the students believed this 

sub factor was above average. On the other hand the lecturers believed in excellent clarifying 

expectation. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

clarifying expectation sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) 

= 60.94, p = .00]; Australians significantly evaluated it higher than Americans.  However, the 

results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor 

between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 0.42, p = .51]. An ANOVA test showed 

that there was no significant difference in evaluation of the clarifying expectation sub factor 

between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 0.00, p = .99]. Overall, comparing the 

results showed that American and Australian students believed clarifying expectation to be above 

average. On the other hand, the American lecturers assessed this sub factor as excellent but 

Australian lecturers assessed clarifying expectation as above average. Surprisingly, the American 

staff gave an average assessment to clarifying expectation but Australian staff believed clarifying 

expectation was excellent. 

Personalization  

Table 4.22 reports the means and standard deviations of the personalization sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the personalization sub factor 
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belonged to administrative  staff (M = 3.37, SD = 0.51). After them, the students reported the 

personalization sub factor (M = 2.98, SD = 0.58) as high and the lowest score was reported by 

lecturers (M = 2.70, SD = 0.57). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

personalization sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of this sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 

4.29, p = .01]. An LSD test revealed that lecturers evaluated this sub factor significantly lower 

than administrative staff and students; however, there were no differences in evaluation of this sub 

factor between students and administrative staff. The results showed that Australian students and 

lecturers believed personalization to be at an average level. However, the staff believed that 

personalization was above average. 

Table 4.22 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of personalization  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  2.98 0.58 2.70 0.57 3.37 0.51 4.29 .01* 

USA Participants 3.11 0.62 2.44 0.69 4.23 0.43 34.98 .00*** 

*p<.05 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the personalization sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.23, SD = 0.43). After 

them, students reported this factor next highest (M = 3.11, SD = 0.62) and the lowest score was 

reported by the lecturers (M = 2.44, SD = 0.69). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the personalization sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 34.98, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated 
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the personalization sub factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. Also, students 

evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than lecturers. The results showed that all participants 

of one faculty in a US university had different assessments. The students believed it to be above 

average, the lecturers believed average and the staff believed excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

personalization sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

16.47, p = .001]; Americans significantly evaluated it higher than Australians.  However, the 

results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor 

between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 1.67, p = .20]. An ANOVA test showed 

that there was no significant difference in evaluation of the personalization sub factor between 

Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 0.00, p = .99]. Overall, comparing the results 

showed that Australian and American lecturers believed personalization practice to be average. 

The American students assessed it as above average but Australian students placed it at an average 

level. On the other hand, American staff assessed this sub factor as excellent while Australian staff 

assessed it above average. 

Learning Scenarios  

Table 4.23 reports the means and standard deviations regarding the learning scenarios sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the learning scenarios sub 

factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 7.12, SD = 1.12). After them, the lecturers reported 

this sub factor (M = 6.95, SD = 1.35) as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 

6.63, SD = 1.04). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the learning scenarios 
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sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the learning 

scenarios sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 1.14, p 

= .32].  The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university believed 

learning scenarios to be above average.  

 

Table 4.23 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of learning scenarios  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  6.63 1.04 6.95 1.35 7.12 1.12 1.14 .32 

USA Participants 7.18 0.98 8.00 0.91 6.61 0.65 10.97 .00*** 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the learning scenarios sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 8.00, SD = 0.91). After them, 

students  reported this factor next highest (M = 7.18, SD = 0.98) and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M = 6.61, SD = 0.65). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of this sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of learning scenarios sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 10.97, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that lecturers evaluated the learning 

scenarios sub factor significantly higher than students and administrative staff. Also, students 

evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than administrative staff. The results showed that 

American students and staff believed learning scenarios to be above average. However, the 

lecturers believed learning scenarios were excellent. 
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Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

learning scenarios sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

1.75, p = .20].  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of it between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 9.58, p = .003]; Americans 

evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australians. An ANOVA test showed significant 

difference in evaluation of the learning scenarios sub factor between Australian and American 

students [F (1, 148) = 11.09, p = .001]; American students evaluated this sub factor significantly 

higher than Australian students. Overall, comparing the results showed that all participants of one 

faculty in an Australian university and American students and staff believed learning scenarios 

practice was above average. However, the American lecturers believed learning scenarios practice 

was at an  excellent level. 

Organizing Resources 

Table 4.24 reports the means and standard deviations of the organizing resources sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table in Australia, the highest mean of the organizing 

resources sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 3.87, SD = 0.35). After them, the 

lecturers reported this sub factor (M = 3.25, SD = 0.85) as high and the lowest score was reported 

by students (M = 3. 22, SD = 0.65). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

organizing resources sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of the organizing resources sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university [F (2, 98) = 3.26, p = .094]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this 
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sub factor significantly higher than lecturers and students. However, there were no differences in 

evaluation of this sub factor between students and lecturers. The results showed that all participants 

of one faculty in an Australian university had the same assessment namely that organizing 

resources were poor. 

Table 4.24 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of organizing resources  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3. 22 0.65 3.25 0.85 3.87 0.35 3.26 .094 

USA Participants 3.39 0.62 3.45 0.46 4.61 0.50 24.76 .00*** 

***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the organizing resources sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.61, SD = 0.50). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 3.45, SD = 0.46) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 3.39, SD = 0.62). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the organizing resources sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of the organizing resources sub factor  participants of 

one faculty in a USA university [F (2, 115) = 24.76, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that 

administrative staff evaluated it significantly higher than lecturers and students. There were no 

differences between the evaluation of lecturers and students. The results showed that American 

students and lecturers believed organizing resources practice was poor. However, the staff believed 

organizing resources practice was at an average level. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

organizing resources sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) 
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= 13.05, p = .002]; Americans significantly evaluated this sub factor higher than Australians.  

However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of 

the organizing resources sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 1.04, 

p = .31]. Also, an ANOVA test showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of it 

between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 2.60, p = .10]. Overall, comparing the 

results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university and American 

students and lecturers believed organizing resources practice was at a poor level. However, the 

American staff believed organizing resources practice to be average. 

Accuracy Materials 

Table 4.25 reports the means and standard deviations of the accuracy materials sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia, the highest mean of accuracy materials 

belonged to administrative staff (M = 7.00, SD = 0.92). After them, the students reported accuracy 

materials (M = 6.14, SD = 0.94) as high and the lowest score was reported by lecturers (M = 5.75, 

SD = 1.33). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of accuracy materials between 

students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there 

was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of accuracy materials by 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 4.19, p = .01]. An LSD test 

illustrated that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students and 

lecturers; however, there were no significant differences on evaluation of this sub factor between 

students and lecturers. The results showed that Australian students and staff believed that accuracy 

materials are at an above average level. However, the lecturers believed accuracy materials were 

only average. 
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Table 4.25 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of accuracy materials  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  6.14 0.94 5.75 1.33 7.00 0.92 4.19 .01* 

USA Participants 6.20 0.76 5.11 1.19 8.46 0.96 60.24 .00*** 

*p<.05   ***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

regarding the accuracy materials belonged to administrative staff (M = 8.46, SD = 0.96). Next 

highest came students’ reports of this factor (M = 6.20, SD = 0.76) and the lowest score was 

reported by the lecturers (M = 5.11, SD = 1.19). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of accuracy materials between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of accuracy materials by  participants of one faculty in a US university [F 

(2, 115) = 60.24, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated accuracy 

materials significantly higher than lecturers and students. Also, students evaluated this sub factor 

significantly higher than lecturers. The results showed that American students believed this sub 

factor was at an above average level, the lecturers believed it was at an average level and the staff 

believed accuracy materials practice was excellent.   Comparing the answers of participants of one 

faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university showed that there were 

significant differences in evaluation of accuracy materials between Australian and American 

administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 11.66, p = .003]; Americans significantly evaluated accuracy 

materials higher than Australians.  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no 

significant difference in evaluation of accuracy materials between Australian and American 

lecturers [F (1, 44) = 2.85, p = .09]. To continue, an ANOVA test showed that there was no 

significant difference in evaluation of accuracy materials between Australian and American 

students [F (1, 148) = 0.21, p = .64]. Overall, comparing the results showed that Australian students 
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and lecturers as well as American students and lecturers had the same perspective in that they 

believed accuracy materials practice to be above average. The Australian staff believed accuracy 

materials practice was above average however, the American staff believed in an excellent level 

of accuracy materials. 

Instructional Design e-Practice 

Table 4.26 reports the means and standard deviations of the instructional design practice 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of instructional design practice 

belonged to administrative staff (M = 29.75, SD = 1.83). After them, the students reported 

instructional design practice (M = 26.67, SD = 2.50) as high and the lowest score was reported by 

lecturers (M = 26.50, SD = 2. 60). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of 

instructional design practice between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of instructional design practice  participants of one faculty in an Australian university 

[F (2, 98) = 5.83, p = .004]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this factor 

significantly higher than students and lecturers but there were no significant differences in 

evaluation of this factor between students and lecturers. Overall, regarding the level of practice 

assessment it seems that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university had the same 

assessment placing it in an above average level. 

Table 4.26 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of instructional design e-practice  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  26.67 2.50 26.50 2. 60 29.75 1.83 5.83 .004** 

USA Participants 27.59 2.23 27.06 2.21 29.38 1.75 5.01 .008** 

**p<.01 



 
 

149 
 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to instructional design practice belonged to administrative staff (M = 29.38, SD = 1.75). After 

them, students reported this factor next highest (M = 27.59, SD = 2.23) and the lowest score was 

reported by the lecturers (M = 27.06, SD = 2.21). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of instructional design practice between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of instructional design practice by  participants of one 

faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 5.01, p = .008]. An LSD test showed that administrative 

staff evaluated this factor significantly higher than students and lecturers but there were no 

significant differences in evaluation of this factor between students and lecturers. The results 

showed that all participants of one faculty in a US university gave it the same assessment of   above 

average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there was no significant differences in evaluation of 

instructional design practice between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

0.20, p = .65].  Furthermore, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant 

difference in evaluation of instructional design practice between Australian and American lecturers 

[F (1, 44) = 0.61, p = .43]. However, ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of instructional design practice between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) 

= 5.61, p = .01]; American students evaluated instructional design practice significantly higher 

than Australian students. All participants of one faculty in an Australian and one faculty in a US 

university gave the same assessment namely that instructional design practice was above average. 

(See Figure 4.3)  
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Figure 4.3. Mean level of instructional design e-practice  

 

 

Organizational e-Practice Factor Results 

In this section, the participants’ assessments of the organizational factor and its sub factors 

namely institutional affairs, administrative affairs, research development and precedent reputation 

are reported. The Australian results and then the results of the Americans are reported followed by 

the comparative results of the Australians and Americans. 

Institutional Affairs 

Table 4.27 reports the means and standard deviations of the institutional affairs sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the institutional affairs 

sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 3.84, SD = 0.35). After them, the students reported 

the institutional affairs sub factor (M = 3.50, SD = 0.58) as high and the lowest score was reported 

by lecturers (M = 3.40, SD = 0.68). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

institutional affairs sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 
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applied. The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of the institutional affairs sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university [F (2, 98) = 1.87, p = .15]. The results showed that all participants of one faculty in an 

Australian university believed institutional affairs to be above average. 

Table 4.27 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of institutional affairs  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3.50 0.58 3.40 0.68 3.84 0.35 1.87 .15 

USA Participants 3.85 0.55 3.65 0.62 4.07 0. 27 2.66 .07 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the institutional affairs sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.07, SD = 0. 27). After 

them, students  reported this factor next highest (M = 3.85, SD = 0.55) and the lowest score was 

reported by the lecturers (M = 3.65, SD = 0.62). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of this sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the institutional affairs sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 2.66, p = .07]. The results showed that American students and lecturers 

believed institutional affairs to be above average. However, the staff believed institutional affairs 

practice was excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

institutional affairs sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

2.13, p = .16].  Furthermore, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant 

difference in evaluation of the institutional affairs sub factor between Australian and American 
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lecturers [F (1, 44) = 1. 77, p = .19]. To continue, an ANOVA test showed that there was significant 

difference in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) 

= 14.33, p = .00] illustrating that American students evaluated the institutional affairs sub factor 

significantly higher than Australian students. Overall, comparing the results showed that all 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university together with American students and 

lecturers had the same perspective believing institutional affairs practice to be above average. 

However, the American staff believed institutional affairs practice was at an  excellent level. 

Administrative affairs 

Table 4.28 reports the means and standard deviations of the administrative affairs sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of administrative affairs belonged 

to administrative staff (M = 4.12, SD = 0.35). After them, the lecturers reported administrative 

affairs (M = 3.55, SD = 0.75) as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 3.33, SD 

= 0.65). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of administrative affairs between 

students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there 

was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of administrative affairs by 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 5.44, p = .006]. LSD test revealed 

that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students and lecturers; 

however, there were no significant differences in evaluation of this sub factor between students 

and lecturers. The results showed that Australian students and lecturers believed administrative 

affairs to be above average. However, the Australian staff believed administrative affairs were 

excellent. 
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Table 4.28 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of administrative affaires  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3.33 0.65 3.55 0.75 4.12 0.35 5.44 .006** 

USA Participants 3.25 0.46 4.04 0.61 4.38 0.50 43.03 .00*** 

**p<.01 

***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to administrative affairs belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.38, SD = 0.50). After them, 

lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 4.04, SD = 0.61) and the lowest score was reported 

by the students (M = 3.25, SD = 0.46). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of 

administrative affairs between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of administrative affairs by  participants of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 

43.03, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that students evaluated administrative affairs significantly 

lower than lecturers and administrative staff. There were no differences in evaluation of lecturers 

and administrative staff regarding administrative affairs. The results showed that American staff 

and lecturers believed administrative affairs were at an excellent level. However, the American 

students believed administrative affairs were only above average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of 

administrative affairs between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 1.60, p = 

. 22].  Moreover, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in 

evaluation of administrative affairs between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) =5.99, 

p = .01] although Americans evaluated this sub factor higher than Australians. To continue, 

ANOVA test showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation between Australian and 
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American students [F (1, 148) = 0.77, p =. 37]. Overall, comparing the results showed that 

Australian students and lecturers as well as American students believed administrative affairs were 

above average. However, Australian staff and American staff and lecturers believed administrative 

affairs were excellent. 

 

Research development  

Table 4.29 reports the means and standard deviations of the research development sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the research development sub 

factor belonged to students (M = 4. 30, SD = 0.62). After them, the administrative staff reported it  

(M = 4.00, SD = 0.75) as high and the lowest score was reported by lecturers (M = 3.60, SD = 

0.75). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the research development sub 

factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the research 

development sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 9.18, 

p = .00]. LSD test showed that lecturers evaluated this sub factor significantly lower than students 

and administrative staff. However, there were no significant differences in evaluation of this sub 

factor between students and administrative staff. The results showed that Australian students and 

staff believed research development was excellent. However, the Australian lecturers believed 

research development was only above average. 
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Table 4.29 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of research development  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  4. 30 0.62 3.60 0.75 4.00 0.75 9.18 .00*** 

USA Participants 3.80 0.77 3.91 0.49 4.15 1.14 1.17 .31 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the research development sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.15, SD = 1.14). 

After them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 3.91, SD = 0.49) and the lowest score 

was reported by the students (M = 3.80, SD = 0.77). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the research development sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of this  sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 1.17, p = .31]. The results showed that American students and lecturers 

believed research development was above average while the American staff assessed research 

development as excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

research development sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) 

= 0. 11, p = .74].  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference 

in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 5.99, p = 

.01]; Americans evaluated this sub factor significantly higher. To continue, ANOVA test showed 

that there was significant difference in evaluation of the sub factor between Australian and 

American students [F (1, 148) = 0.77, p = .37] illustrating that American students evaluated it  

significantly higher than Australian students. Regarding the level of practice assessment, 



 
 

156 
 

Australian lecturers and American lecturers and students believed research development practice 

to be above average, whereas Australian staff and students as well as American staff believed 

research development practice was excellent.  

 

Precedent Reputation  

Table 4.30 reports the means and standard deviations of the precedent reputation sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the precedent reputation sub factor 

in the Australian sample belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.12, SD = 0. 35). After them, the 

students reported the sub factor (M = 3.28, SD = 0.58) as high and the lowest score was reported 

by lecturers (M = 3.00, SD = 0.72). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

precedent reputation sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of the precedent reputation sub factor on participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university [F (2, 98) = 9.89, p = .00]. LSD test revealed that administrative staff evaluated this sub 

factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. There were no significant differences 

between evaluation of students and lecturers regarding this sub factor. The results showed that 

Australian students and lecturers believed precedent reputation was above average. However,  

Australian staff believed precedent reputation was at an excellent level. 

Table 4.30 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of precedent reputation  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 3.28 0.58 3.00 0.72 4.12 0. 35 9.89 .00*** 

USA Participants 3.52 0. 61 3.96 0.61 4.30 0.63 11.70 .00*** 

***p<.001 
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In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the precedent reputation sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.30, SD = 0.63). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 3.96, SD = 0.61) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 3.52, SD = 0. 61). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the precedent reputation sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 11.70, p = .00]. LSD test showed that students evaluated the sub factor 

significantly lower than lecturers and administrative staff. There were no differences between 

evaluation by lecturers and administrative staff of the precedent reputation sub factor. American 

students and lecturers believed precedent reputation to be above average. On the other hand, the 

American staff assessed precedent reputation as excellent.  

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

precedent reputation sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

0.55, p = .46].  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of precedent reputation sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 

44) = 23.22, p = .00]; Americans evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australians. 

Moreover, ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference in evaluation of this sub 

factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 6.13, p = .01] illustrating that 

American students evaluated the precedent reputation sub factor significantly higher than 

Australian students. Australian and American students and lecturers believed that precedent 
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reputation was above average. However, Australian and American staff believed precedent 

reputation was at an excellent level. 

 

Organizational e-Practice 

Table 4.31 reports the means and standard deviations of the organizational practice factor 

based on the participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US 

university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the organizational practice factor in 

the Australian sample belonged to administrative staff (M = 16.12, SD = 0.83). After them, the 

students reported the organizational practice factor (M = 14.43, SD = 1. 62) as high and the lowest 

score was reported by lecturers (M = 13.55, SD = 1.63). To investigate if there are any differences 

in evaluation of this factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of organizational practice factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university[F (2, 98) = 7.62, p = .001]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this 

factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. Also, students evaluated this factor 

significantly higher than lecturers. Overall, the results showed that Australian students and 

lecturers believed organizational practice to be above average. However, the Australian staff 

believed organizational practice was excellent.  

Table 4.31 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of organizational e-practice  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants 14.43 1. 62 13.55 1.63 16.12 0.83 7.62 .001** 

USA Participants 14.44 1.42 15.58 1.57 16.92 1. 65 18.24 .00*** 

**p<.01 

***p<.001 
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In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the organizational practice factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 16.92, SD = 1. 65). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 15.58, SD = 1.57) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 14.44, SD = 1.42). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of this factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA 

was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of the organizational practice factor by  participants of one faculty in a US university 

[F (2, 115) = 18.24, p = .00]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated the factor 

significantly higher than lecturers and students. Also, lecturers evaluated the factor significantly 

higher than students. American students and lecturers believed organizational practice was above 

average. On the other hand the American staff assessed organizational practice as excellent.  

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

organizational practice factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

1.58, p = . 22].  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of this factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 17. 89, p = .00]; 

American lecturers evaluated this factor significantly higher than Australians. To continue, 

ANOVA test showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of the organizational 

practice factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 0.003, p = .95]. Australian 

and American students and lecturers believed organizational practice to be above average. 

However, Australian and American staff believed organizational practice was excellent. (See 

Figure 4.4)  
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Figure 4.4. Mean level of organizational e-practice 

 

Support e-Practice Factor Results 

This factor was evaluated by three sub factor namely administrative support, technical 

support and academic support. The results based on participants’ assessment are reported in this 

section. First the result of the Australian sample and then the result of the American sample are 

presented, followed by  the comparative results of Australians and Americans. 

Administrative Support 

Table 4.32 reports the means and standard deviations of the administrative support sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the  administrative 

support sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.00, SD = 0.53). After them, the students 

reported the administrative support sub factor (M = 3.46, SD = 0.50) as high and the lowest score 

was reported by lecturers (M = 3.30, SD = 0.47). To investigate if there are any differences on 

evaluation of this sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 
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applied. The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of the administrative support sub factor on participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university [F (2, 98) = 5.68, p = .005]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this sub 

factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. However, students and lecturers evaluated 

this sub factor the same. The results showed that Australian students and lecturers believed 

administrative support was above average. However, Australian staff believed administrative 

support was excellent. 

Table 4.32 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of administrative support  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3.46 0.50 3.30 0.47 4.00 0.53 5.68 .005** 

USA Participants 3.55 0.57 3.39 0.47 4.15 0.37 9.06 .00*** 

**p<.01 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the administrative support sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.15, SD = 0.37). 

After them, students assessed this factor next highest (M = 3.55, SD = 0.57) and the lowest score 

was reported by the lecturers (M = 3.39, SD = 0.47). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of this sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the administrative support sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a 

US university [F (2, 115) = 9.06, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated 

this sub factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. However, students and lecturers 

evaluated this sub factor the same. The American students and lecturers believed administrative 

support was above average. On the other hand, American staff assessed administrative support as 

excellent.  
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 Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

administrative support sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) 

= 0.60, p = .44].  Moreover, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference 

in evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 0.43, p = 

.51]. To continue, ANOVA test showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of 

the sub factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 0.95, p = .33]. In both 

countries students and lecturers believed administrative support was above average. However, 

Australian and American staff believed administrative support was excellent. 

Technical Support 

Table 4.33 reports the means and standard deviations of the technical support sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia, the highest mean of the technical support 

sub factor belonged to lecturers (M = 3.50, SD = 0.94). After them, the administrative staff reported 

the sub factor (M = 3.37, SD = 0.51) as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 

2.64, SD = 0.56). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the technical support 

sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of it by 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 15.74, p = .00]. An LSD test 

revealed that students evaluated this sub factor significantly lower than lecturers and 

administrative staff. But administrative staff and students evaluated this sub factor the same. The 

results showed that Australian lecturers and staff believed technical support to be above average. 

However, Australian students believed technical support was only at an average level. 
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Table 4.33 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of technical support  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  2.64  0.56 3.50 0.94 3.37 0.51 15.74 .00*** 

USA Participants 3.15 0.62 4.13 0.72 4.07 0.64 27.92 .00*** 

***p<.001 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the technical support sub factor belonged to lecturers (M =, SD = 0.72). After them, 

administrative staff reported this factor next highest (M = 4.07, SD = 0.64) and the lowest score 

was reported by the students (M = 3.15, SD = 0.62). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the technical support sub factor between American students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 27.92, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that students evaluated the sub factor 

significantly lower than lecturers and administrative staff. There were no differences between 

evaluation of lecturers and administrative staff of the technical support sub factor. The results 

showed that American staff and lecturers believed research technical support was at an excellent 

level while the American students assessed technical support as above average. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

technical support sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

6.82, p = .01] in that the Americans significantly evaluated this sub factor higher than Australians.  

Furthermore, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in evaluation of 

this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 6.49, p = .01] in that the 

Americans evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australians. To continue, ANOVA 
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test showed that there was also significant difference in evaluation of the technical support sub 

factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 26.87, p = .00] illustrating that 

American students evaluated the  sub factor significantly higher than Australian students. Looking 

at the results, Australian staff and lecturers as well as American students had the same assessment 

namely that technical support practice was above average. However, Australian students believed 

technical support practice was only average. On the other hand, American staff and lecturers 

believed that technical support practice was at an  excellent level. 

Academic Support 

Table 4.34 reports the means and standard deviations of the academic support sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the academic support 

sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.00, SD = 0.53). After them, the students reported 

this sub factor (M = 3.09, SD = 0.58) as high and the lowest score was reported by lecturers (M = 

3.00, SD = 0.72). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the academic support 

sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of this sub factor 

by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 8.48, p = .00]. An LSD test 

showed that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students and 

lecturers. However, lecturers and students evaluated this sub factor the same. The results showed 

that the Australian students and lecturers believed academic support to be above average. 

However, Australian staff believed academic support was excellent. 

 

 



 
 

165 
 

Table 4.34 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of academic support  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  3.09 0.58 3.00  0.72 4.00 0.53 8.48 .00*** 

USA Participants 3.25 0.54 3.44 0.56 4.30 0.48 20.93 .00*** 

***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the academic support sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 4.30, SD = 0.48). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 3.44, SD = 0.56) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 3.25, SD = 0.54). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of this sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the academic support sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US 

university [F (2, 115) = 20.93, p = .00]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated 

the academic support sub factor significantly higher than lecturers and students. There were no 

differences between evaluation of lecturers and students. The American students and lecturers 

believed academic support was above average. On the other hand the American staff assessed 

academic support to be at an  excellent level. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

academic support sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 

1.86, p = .18].  However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 5.23, p = .02]; 

Americans evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than Australians. To continue, the 

ANOVA test showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor 



 
 

166 
 

between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 2.88, p = .09]. Comparing the results, the 

participants of one faculty in an Australian and one faculty in a US university had same 

assessments based on their positions that is, in both countries, students and lecturers believed 

academic support was above average. However, Australian and American staff believed academic 

support was excellent. 

Support e-Practice 

Table 4.35 reports the means and standard deviations of the support e-practice factor based 

on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US 

university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the support e-practice 

factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 11.37, SD = 0.91). After them, the lecturers reported 

the support e-practice factor (M = 9.80, SD = 1.47) as high and the lowest score was reported by 

students (M = 9.21, SD = 1.19). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of this 

factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the support e-

practice factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 11.71, p = 

.00]. An LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this factor significantly higher than 

students and lecturers. However, students and lecturers evaluated this factor the same. The results 

showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university gave the same assessment, 

namely above average. 

Table 4.35 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of support  e-practice  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  9.21  1.19  9.80 1.47 11.37 0.91 11.71 .00*** 

USA Participants 9.96 1.09 10.96  1.09 12.53 0.77 35. 82 .00*** 

***p<.001 
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In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the support e-practice factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 12.53, SD = 0.77). After 

them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 10.96, SD = 1.09) and the lowest score was 

reported by the students (M = 9.96, SD = 1.09). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of this factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA 

was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of the support e-practice factor by  participants of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 

115) = 35. 82, p = .00]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated it significantly higher 

than lecturers and students.  Also, lecturers evaluated this factor significantly higher than students. 

The results showed that American students and lecturers believed support practice was above 

average. However, the staff believed support practice was excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

support e-practice factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 9.71, 

p = .006]; Americans significantly evaluated it higher than Australians.  Moreover, the results of 

ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in evaluation of this factor between 

Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 9.29, p = .004]; Americans significantly evaluated 

it higher than Australians. To continue, ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference 

in evaluation of this factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 16.01, p = .00] 

illustrating that American students evaluated it significantly higher than Australian students. 

Overall, comparing the results showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian 

university and American students and lecturers had same perspective, believing that support 
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practice was above average. However, the American staff believed support practice was excellent. 

(See Figure 4.5)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.5. Mean level of support e-practice 

 

 

Performance Appraisal Factor Results 

The performance appraisal factor was measured by 3 sub factors namely: cost 

effectiveness, learning effectiveness and satisfaction.  In this section, the results of each sub factor 

based on participants’ assessment are reported first, then the total results of all sub factors as the 

main factors of performance appraisal e-practice are reported. 

 

Cost Effectiveness 

Table 4.36 reports the means and standard deviations of the cost effectiveness sub factor 

based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a 

US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia, the highest mean of the cost effectiveness 

sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 6.37, SD = 0.91). After them, the students reported 

the sub factor (M = 6.14, SD = 0.94) as high and the lowest score was reported by lecturers (M = 
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5.90, SD = 1.11). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of this sub factor between 

students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there 

was no significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the cost effectiveness sub 

factor on participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 0.78, p = .45]. The 

results showed that Australian students and staff gave the same assessment, that is, they believed 

cost effectiveness was above average, while the Australian lecturers believed cost effectiveness 

was at an average level. 

Table 4.36 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of cost effectiveness  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  6.14 0.94 5.90  1.11 6.37  0.91 0.78 .45 

USA Participants 6.07 0.90 5.45  0.75 4.30 0.75 25.27 .00*** 

***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of answers 

to the cost effectiveness sub factor belonged to students (M = 6.07, SD = 0.90). After them, 

lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 5.45, SD = 0.75) and the lowest score was reported 

by the administrative staff (M =). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

cost effectiveness sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, 

ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of this sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 

115) = 25.27, p = .00]. LSD test showed that students evaluated the sub factor significantly higher 

than lecturers and administrative staff. Lecturers also evaluated it significantly higher than 

administrative staff. The American result showed that the staff and lecturers believed cost 

effectiveness to be average. On the other hand, the American students assessed cost effectiveness 

as above average. 
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Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the cost 

effectiveness sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 31.80, 

p = .00]; Australians significantly evaluated this sub factor higher than Americans.  However, the 

results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in evaluation between 

Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 2.55, p = .11]. To continue, ANOVA test showed 

that there was no significant difference in evaluation of the sub factor between Australian and 

American students [F (1, 148) = 0.17, p = .67]. Comparing the results, the Australian students and 

staff and the American students gave the same assessment that cost effectiveness was above 

average. However, Australian lecturers with American lecturers and staff believed cost 

effectiveness was only at an average level. 

Learning Effectiveness 

Table 4.37 reports the means and standard deviations of the learning effectiveness sub 

factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty 

in a US university. As can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the learning effectiveness sub 

factor in Australia belonged to administrative staff (M = 12.37, SD = 1.59). After them, the students 

reported this sub factor (M = 11.23, SD = 1.42) as high and the lowest score was reported by 

lecturers (M = 10.65, SD = 1.08). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the 

learning effectiveness sub factor between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was 

applied. The results showed that there was no significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of this sub factor by participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 

4.50, p = .01]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly 

higher than students and lecturers, however, students and lecturers evaluated this sub factor the 
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same. The results showed that the Australian students and lecturers had same assessment namely 

that they believed learning effectiveness was above average. However, the Australian staff 

believed learning effectiveness was excellent. 

Table 4.37 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of learning effectiveness  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  11.23  1.42 10.65  1.08 12.37  1.59 4.50  .01* 

USA Participants 11.0  1.19 10.9  0.91 12.3  0.94 8.16 .00*** 

*p<.05    ***p<.05 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of the  

answers to the learning effectiveness sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 12.30, SD = 

0.94). After them, students reported this factor next highest (M = 11.00, SD = 1.19) and the lowest 

score was reported by the lecturers (M = 10.93, SD = 0.91). To investigate if there are any 

differences in evaluation of the earning effectiveness sub factor between American students, 

lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was 

significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the learning effectiveness sub factor 

by  participants of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 8.16, p = .00]. LSD test showed 

that administrative staff evaluated the sub factor significantly higher than lecturers and students. 

There were no differences between the evaluation of lecturers and students. The same as the 

Australian result, the American students and lecturers believed learning effectiveness was above 

average. On the other hand, the American staff assessed learning effectiveness as excellent.  

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were no significant differences in evaluation of the 

learning effectiveness sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) 

= 0.01, p = .90].  Also, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference in 

evaluation of it between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 0.89, p = .34]. To continue, 
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ANOVA test showed that there was also no significant difference in evaluation of this sub factor 

between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 1.23, p = .26]. Comparing the results, the 

participants of one faculty in an Australian and one faculty in a US university had the same 

assessment based on their position, that is, in both countries, students and lecturers believed 

learning effectiveness was above average. However, Australian and American staff believed 

learning effectiveness was excellent. 

Satisfaction 

Table 4.38 reports the means and standard deviations of the satisfaction sub factor based 

on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US 

university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the satisfaction sub factor 

belonged to administrative staff (M = 11.50, SD = 0.75). After them, the students reported this sub 

factor (M = 10.09, SD = 1.35) as high and the lowest score was reported by lecturers (M = 9.35, 

SD = 1.78). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the satisfaction sub factor 

between students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that 

there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the satisfaction sub factor  

participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 6.66, p = .002]. LSD test showed 

that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. 

Also students evaluated this sub factor significantly higher than lecturers. The results showed that 

all participants of one faculty in an Australian university gave the same assessment believing 

satisfaction to be above average. 
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Table 4.38 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of satisfaction  

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  10.09 1.35 9.35  1.78 11.50 0.75 6.66  .002** 

USA Participants 10.28  1.40 11.01 0.95 12.46 0.96 17.11  .00*** 

**p<.01   ***p<.001 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of  answers 

to the satisfaction sub factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 12.46, SD = 0.96). After them, 

lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 11.01, SD = 0.95) and the lowest score was reported 

by the students (M = 10.28, SD = 1.40). To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of 

the satisfaction sub factor between American students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA 

was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on 

evaluation of satisfaction sub factor by  participants of one faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) 

= 17.11, p = .00]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated this sub factor significantly 

higher than lecturers and students. Also, lecturers evaluated it  significantly higher than students. 

The results showed that the American students and lecturers believed that satisfaction was above 

average. However, the staff believed it was excellent. 

Comparing the answers of participants of one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university showed that there were significant differences in evaluation of the 

satisfaction sub factor between Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 5.71, p 

= .02] in that Americans significantly evaluated the satisfaction sub factor higher than Australians.  

Moreover, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in evaluation of 

this sub factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 15.98, p = .00] in that 

Americans significantly evaluated the sub factor higher than Australians. However, an ANOVA 

test showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of the satisfaction sub factor 
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between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 0.69, p = .40]. Overall, comparing the 

results, all participants of one faculty in an Australian university and American students as well as 

lecturers had the same perspective, that is, they believed satisfaction was above average. However, 

the American staff believed satisfaction was excellent. 

Performance Appraisal e-Practice 

Table 4.39 reports the means and standard deviations of the performance appraisal e-

practice factor based on the academic participants of one faculty in an Australian university and 

one faculty in a US university. As can be seen in this table, in Australia the highest mean of the 

performance appraisal e-practice factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 30.25, SD = 2.49). 

After them, the students reported the factor (M = 27.47, SD = 2.84) as high and the lowest score 

was reported by lecturers (M = 25.90, SD = 3.00). To investigate if there are any differences in 

evaluation of the performance appraisal e-practice factor between students, lecturers and 

administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was no significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of the performance appraisal e-practice factor by 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 6. 76, p = .002]. LSD test showed 

that administrative staff evaluated this factor significantly higher than students and lecturers. Also, 

students evaluated this factor significantly higher than lecturers.  

Table 4.39 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of performance appraisal 

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  27.47 2.84 25.9 3.00 30.25 2.49 6. 76 .002** 

USA Participants 27.36 2.27 27.39 1.57 29.07 1.18 3.98  .02* 

*p<.05        **p<.01 

 

In one faculty in a US university, as can be seen in this table, the highest mean of responses 

to the performance appraisal e-practice factor belonged to administrative staff (M = 29.07, SD = 
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1.18). After them, lecturers reported this factor next highest (M = 27.39, SD = 1.57) and the lowest 

score was reported by the students (M = 27.36, SD = 2.27). To investigate if there are any 

differences in evaluation of this factor between American students, lecturers and administrative 

staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main effect of academic 

position on evaluation of the performance appraisal e-practice factor by  participants of one faculty 

in a US university [F (2, 115) = 3.98, p = .02]. LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated 

the e-practice factor significantly higher than lecturers and students. There were no differences in 

evaluation of lecturers and students of the factor. Comparing the answers of participants of one 

faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university showed that there were no 

significant differences in evaluation of the performance appraisal e-practice factor between 

Australian and American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 2.14, p = .16].  

 However, the results of ANOVA revealed that there was significant difference in 

evaluation of this factor between Australian and American lecturers [F (1, 44) = 4.62, p = .03]; 

Americans evaluated this factor significantly higher than Australians. To continue, ANOVA test 

showed that there was no significant difference in evaluation of the factor between Australian and 

American students [F (1, 148) = 0.07, p = .78].  

Overall, it seems that all participants of one faculty in an Australian and one faculty in a 

US university had the same assessment, believing performance appraisal was above average. (See 

Figure 4.6)  
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     Figure 4.6. Mean level of performance appraisal e-practice 

 

E-Practice Results 

As can be seen in Table 4.40, in Australia the highest mean of the total e-practice factor 

belonged to administrative staff (M = 163.37, SD = 6.06). After them, lecturers (M = 145.30, SD 

= 13.75) reported the total  as high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 144.85, SD 

= 11.30).To investigate if there are any differences in evaluation of the total e-practice factor 

between Australian students, lecturers and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results 

showed that there was significant main effect of academic position on evaluation of the total e-

practice factor  participants of one faculty in an Australian university [F (2, 98) = 9.37, p = .00]. 

LSD test showed that administrative staff evaluated the total e-practice factor significantly higher 

than lecturers and students.  

Table 4.40 Mean, SD, and F value of evaluation of e-practice 

Country 
Students Lecturers Staff 

F P 
M SD M SD M SD 

AUS Participants  144.85 11.30 145.3 3.00 163.37 13.75 9.37 .00*** 

USA Participants 153.54 7.57 156.5 5.60 158.07 5.54 3.41 .03* 

*p<.05 

***p<.001 
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In America the highest mean of the total e-practice factor belonged to administrative staff 

(M = 158.07, SD = 5.54). After them, the lecturers reported this factor (M = 156.51, SD = 5.60) as 

high and the lowest score was reported by students (M = 153.54, SD = 7.57). To investigate if there 

are any differences in evaluation of the total e-practice factor between American students, lecturers 

and administrative staff, ANOVA was applied. The results showed that there was significant main 

effect of academic position on evaluation of the total e-practice factor by  participants of one 

faculty in a US university [F (2, 115) = 3.41, p = .03]. LSD test showed that administrative staff 

evaluated the total e-practice factor significantly higher than lecturers and students.  

Finally, the total scores of e-practice in both countries were analysed. There were no 

significant differences on evaluation of the total e-practice factor between Australian and 

American administrative staff [F (1, 20) = 4.21, p = .05].  However, the results of ANOVA 

revealed that there was significant difference in its evaluation between Australian and American 

lecturers [F (1, 44) = 13.83, p = .001]; Americans evaluated this factor significantly higher than 

Australians. Further, an ANOVA test showed that there was significant difference in evaluation of 

the total e-practice factor between Australian and American students [F (1, 148) = 30.85, p = .00]; 

American students evaluated it higher than Australians. In general, both countries evaluated total 

e-practice above average. (See Figure 4.7)  
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Figure 4.7. Mean (and SD) level of e-practice 

 

This chapter has investigated the current  status of e-practice in Australian and American 

universities. The results showed that the level of e-practice in all factors were above average in 

both countries. However, participants of one faculty in a US university assessed e-practice 

elements higher than Australian participants.  The following chapter aims to investigate the current 

issues and problems of e-learning practice in 4 aspects, namely pedagogy, culture, technology and 

e-practice, to identify  which needs to improve. It does so  by applying a qualitative method. 
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CHAPTER 5 : The Current Issues Concerning e-Practices 

 

Introduction 

The third aim of this research program was to investigate current issues in the e-learning 

practices of in one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university . To do 

so, the researcher conducted a study into four aspects of e-learning, namely: 1) pedagogy, 2) 

culture 3) technology, and 4) the aspects of e-learning status in order to identify areas which most 

need to be improved upon.  

As has been explained earlier in chapter three on methodology, interviews with students, 

lecturers and administrative staff involved in the e-learning educational system were conducted. 

These data were coded, categorized and analyzed by the researcher using Nvivo in data analysis. 

Each area mentioned above was covered in the research questions asked in the interviews. Within 

each of these areas, questions were asked that focused on different facets of the area.  

Four main questions were asked about pedagogical issues: the approach towards e-learning 

that the participants apply in their online educational system; the effective learning practice that 

participants have chosen that reflects their approach to e-learning; the e-learning assessment 

methods that participants have engaged with; and the tools and instruments that are supplied for 

the learning of the educational content within an e-learning environment. Based on participants’ 

responses to these questions, thirteen themes have been coded from the Australian responses and 

fourteen themes from the American responses. 

For the investigation of cultural status and issues, the researcher asked three main types of 

questions. Questions that highlighted the existence of cultural issues and identified sensitive areas; 

questions about the non-existence of cultural issues; and questions about effective cultural 
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practices. As will be explained in the results section, the researcher coded eight themes from 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university and the same eight themes from participants 

of one faculty in an American university. 

To investigate the current status of technological issues and challenges, the researcher 

asked three main questions. These concerned the current status of the technology, the level of the 

infrastructure of technology and the level of the function of the e-learning educational system. It 

is important to note that each response was categorised in three levels of importance - low, 

moderate and high. The responses of participants of one faculty in an Australian university have 

been coded with six themes; however, the responses of participants of one faculty in a US 

university have been coded with seven themes (See results section for more detail). 

To investigate the best aspects of e-learning educational systems and the areas to improve 

in both countries, the researcher asked two main questions: about the best aspects of e-learning 

and about the challenges and problems that need to be addressed. According to the answers of 

interviewees, the researcher coded nine themes from Australia and coded eight themes from the 

American participants. 

To summarize, the investigation of the four main research areas utilized eleven interview 

questions to both the Australian and the American participants. Thirty-seven themes were coded 

from the Australian data and thirty-six from the American data.  
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Methodology   

The methods selected for this research were a qualitative approach and a case study design. 

Broadly, the qualitative approach was considered to be well suited to the aim of the research. 

Findings obtained from qualitative approaches such as interviews enable a researcher to present a 

picture of reality and reveal its complexities. Qualitative data provide open-ended information 

(Creswell & Plano Clark 2007) from which inductive logic can be used to reveal an emerging 

pattern (Creswell 2013)  in contrast to statistical or quantitative approaches which only provide 

superficial understandings of the issue . 

The research strategy of case study was adopted because the study sought to explore the 

current status of e-learning in two specific contexts in two different countries. Case studies can 

provide data that are thick, rich and descriptive (Ellinger, Watkins & Marsick 2005). Maximum 

variation sampling (Patton 2002) was used in selecting the two cases. This sampling strategy is 

useful to “document unique or diverse variations that have emerged in adapting to different 

conditions and contexts” and to “identify important common patterns that cut across variations” 

(Patton, p 243). 

Participants 

Purposeful sampling was used to select the participants. Purposeful sampling is one in 

which the researcher deliberately selects participants “that differ on some characteristics or trait” 

(Creswell 2013, pp. 207-208) The 29 participants were students, lecturers and administrative staff 

of two universities, one in Australia and one in United States. The participants were selected 

because they were assumed to have familiarity with the e-practices of their universities. They were 

chosen based on their availability and willingness to participate. To assist the comparability of the 
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two groups, the participants were drawn from schools/faculties that were roughly equivalent, 

namely in the area of health sciences/public health.  

 

Table 5.1 The number of participants in the pilot study and data collection  

Participants of 
Interview 

USA Participants AUS Participants Total 

Number Pilot study Data collection N Pilot study Data collection N 

Faculty 0 3 3 1 8 9 12 

Admin 0 1 1 0 2 2 3 

Student 2 7 9 1 4 5 14 

Total Number 2 11 13 2 14 16 29 

 

Data collection approach  

The framework of the research was based on Maxwell’s data-planning matrix. See Table 

5.2 for details. The study used semi-structured interviews as the data collection process. Semi-

structured interviews are considered a suitable approach to investigate the issue under 

consideration in qualitative research.  

 

 

 

 

Table 5.2  Data-planning matrix 

What do I need to know? 
Why do I need to 

know this? 

What kind of data 

is obtained 

question? 

Where can I find the 

data? 

Timeline 

2014 

Current status of e-practice 

focused on : 

1- Pedagogical issues 

2- Cultural issues and 

sensitivity  

3-Technological challenges  

4-Best aspects of e-practices 

5- Areas which need to 
improvement 

To identify, describe 

and compare the  
pedagogical, cultural 

and technological 

requires, challenges 

and issues concerning 

e learning practices 

 

Semi-structured 

interviews 

An Australian 

University 

An American 

University 
 

 

 

Feb to June 
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According to Denscombe (2014), semi structured interviews allow “the interviewee to 

develop ideas and speak more widely on the issues raised by the researcher” (p. 176). The type of 

questions asked is also critical. Patton (2002) suggested that questions, to be comprehensive, 

should cover the experience, opinions, feeling, knowledge, sensory effects and demographic 

details of the interviewees. Consequently this study, which aimed to compare the current status of 

e-practice in two countries, designed the questions along those lines. Table 5.3 outlines the type 

of questions used by the researcher. 

 

 

The data were collected from students, lecturers and administrators at one Australian 

university and one American university. A pilot study was carried out in February, 2014. Feedback 

from this allowed the researcher to identify potential misunderstandings. The wording and 

structure of the research instruments was then refined. The interviews with the participants of one 

faculty in a US university were conducted via Skype and phone between February and June 2014. 

Interviews with participants of one faculty in an Australian university were conducted in an office 

on campus, or in the participants’ homes, or via Skype or phone. The interviews generally lasted 

around 20 minutes.   

Data analysis 

Data gathered from the interviews were recorded, transcribed and then coded using NVivo. 

The process of data analysis involves “organization, classification, categorization, a search for 

Table 5.3  The current statues of e-practices and type of questions 

Type of Questions Pedagogical issues Cultural issues Technological issues Best and improve 

Experience 1 Q 1 Q 1 Q 1 Q 

Opinion  2 Q 1 Q 2 Q 1 Q 

Demographic  6 Q 



 
 

184 
 

patterns, and synthesis” (Schloss and Smith, 1999, p.190). In order to facilitate the emergence of 

key themes, and due to the comparative nature of the study, the constant comparative method 

(CCM) developed by Glaser and Strauss (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Glaser, 1992), 

was the system of analysis selected. The process involved 6 stages.  

Stage 1. Data collection. In this study, information concerning pedagogy, culture, 

technology and the best aspects of e-learning in the 2 universities was obtained from the 

participants via interview. 

Stage 2. Identify important issues; use them to create categories. This stage of data analysis 

involved the use of NVivo software for coding the relevant data from different sources. Broad 

categories (pedagogical practice required, pedagogical challenges, best aspects of e-practices and 

e-practice areas which need improvement, organizational dilemmas) were pre-generated based on 

foci of the research questions and results of study 1 in Chapter 3 and study 2 in Chapter 4. This is 

a process called “a priori codes” (Miles and Huberman (1994). 

Stage 3. Collect additional data; elaborate on dimensions within categories. In this study, 

no additional data were needed as data already generated were adequate. Sub-categories were 

generated within the broader categories.  

Stage 4. Describe the categories; reformulate and delete as necessary. Several of the initial 

broad categories (pedagogical practice required, cultural practice issues, the current levels of 

technological practice, key technological challenges, best aspects of e-practices and e-p[ractices 

which need to be improved) were found to be supported, with the emergence of recurring instances 

from repetitive and careful reading of the data. Similar findings did not occur for two initial broad 

categories (pedagogical challenges and organizational dilemmas), so these categories were 

deleted.  
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Stage 5. Identify patterns and relationships. The idea is to “build up to patterns, theories 

and generalizations” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007 p. 24). This process of interpretation was 

enacted by the researcher and is described in this chapter. 

Stage 6. Develop a theory while comparing and refining data. In this study, an e-practice 

model of current status was developed, supported by e-practice assessment results and dominant 

aspects of cultural dimensions and learning preferences.  In conclusion, triangulation was used 

throughout the entire data analysis process. Triangulation of data validates the accuracy of the 

findings (Creswell, 2013) and increases their credibility (Schloss & Smith, 1999)  

Research Demographics 

There was a total of thirteen interviewees (10 females = 77% and 3 males = 23%) who 

participated in the American research and a total of sixteen interviewees (eleven females = 68.75% 

and 5 males = 31.25%) who participated in the Australian study. Table 5.4 is a descriptive 

summary of the gender makeup of the interviewees.  

 

Table 5.5 shows the demographic information based on the age of the interviewees and the 

position they hold within the university. Age has been divided into four groups: 20-30 years, 30-

40 years, 40-50 years and 50-60 years. Although there were no interviewees in 40-50 year group 

in the American sample, 46.15% of participants belonged to the 20-30 year group. In contrast there 

Table 5.4 Demographic information based on Gender 

Country Gender Number Mean Percent 

USA  Participants 
Female 10 

6.00 44.82 
Male 3 

AUS  Participants Female 11 
8.00 55.18 

Male 5 

Total  29   
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were no interviewees in the 20-30 year group in the Australian sample; however, 43.75% of 

participants belonged to the 30-40 year age group.  In regards to the position held within the 

university, most of the participants in the American sample were students (N = 9; 69.22%), 

however, in the Australian sample most of the participants were lecturers (N = 9; 56.25%). It is 

worth noting that in total 41.38% of participants were students, 48.27% were lecturers and 10.35% 

were administrative staff. 

 

Table 5.6 shows the field of study of participants and their level of experience in an e-

learning environment. In this study, research has focused on the health and medical science fields. 

The reason for this selection is that there are so many different online courses in those countries 

and there are different and specific online courses in each country that differ from each other. It 

was also found in the pilot study that most of the online and joint courses were in the health and 

medical sciences field. Indeed the researcher selected for this sample study from environmental 

health (n = 2), epidemiology (n = 5), health informatics (n = 1), biostatistics (n = 1) and health 

system (n = 4) in American sample. Also in Australia the selected sample is from occupational 

therapy (n = 2), speech pathology (n = 2), health system (n = 10) and health science research 

methods (n = 2).     

Table 5.5 Demographic information  based on  Age and Position 

Participants Age N* Percent of Participants Position N* Percent of Participants 

USA  

20  to 30 6 56.15 Faculty 3 23.08 

30  to 40 4 30.77 Staff 1 7.70 

40  to 50 0 00.00 Student 9 69.22 

50 to 60 3 23.08    

Total    13 44.83 

AUS 

20  to 30 0 00.00 Faculty 9 56.25 

30  to 40 7 43.75 Staff 2 12.5 

40  to 50 5 31.25 Student 5 31.25 

50 to 60 4 25.00    

Total    16 55.17 

Total  29  
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Table 5.6 Demographic information  based on Online Course Experience 

Participants Online course area N * Experience  N Level of experience N Total 

USA 

Environmental health 2 Teaching 2 Beginner (1-3 course) 3 

 

Epidemiology  5 Designing  2 Average (4-6 course) 3 

Health informatics 1 Online study 8 Expert (over 6 course) 7 

Biostatistics  1     

Health system ** 4     

Total 13 

AUS 

Occupational therapy 2 Teaching 8 Beginner (1-3 course) 6 

 
Speech pathology 2 Designing  3 Average (4-6 course) 2 

Health system 10 Online study 5 Expert (over 6 course) 8 

Research method 2     

Total 16 

Total  29 

*N= No. of Participants 

** Health system area including Sociology, Strategic Communication, Physiotherapy and Veterinary Health system 

 

The experience of the participants has been categorised into the following areas; teaching, 

designing and programming and online study. According to these findings, 61.54% of participants 

of one faculty in an American university had experience in online studies while 44.83% of 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university had experience in that area. Of the total 

sample, 46% had experience in online studies, 36% had experience in online teaching and 18% 

had experience in online design and programming. 

The level of their e-learning experiences has been divided into three categories; from 

beginners to those with average experience to experts. The parameters for these categories are 

based on the number of online courses that the participants have engaged in. Indeed, most of the 

participants (15 people) in both countries reported their level of e-learning experience as expert (= 

51.72%). 31.03% reported their level of e-learning experience as beginner with one to three 

courses and 17.24% reported their level of e-learning experiences as average with three to six 

courses(see Table 5.6 for more information).   
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Key Finding of The Current Issues Concerning E- Practices 

Pedagogical issues 

As has been mentioned in the introduction, the first issue that the researcher focused on 

was pedagogical approach. Table 5.7 illustrates the content of each question, the coded answers of 

the interviewees to these questions, the frequency of the participants’ comments and the percentage 

of their responses in Australia and United States.  

According to Table 5.7, the most comments recorded are in relation to assessment methods 

in the Australian interviews (n = 31; 34.83%), which was also the case in the American interviews 

(n = 27; 36.48%). This means that the participants had the most concerns about assessment 

methods within their e-learning system in both countries. According to these results the researcher 

found that they currently have four main issues in assessment methods. These are: assignments, 

group thread discussions, case based projects and self-assessments.  

 

 

Table 5.7 Participant’s Comments on  Pedagogical  issues Based on Country 

Interview Questions Focused on Participants Theme No. and Percentage 

The required approaches to learning 

AUS  Collaborative learning 

Feedback-based practices 

Problem based Learning 

23(25.84) 

USA Collaborative learning 

Outcome oriented 

Feedback-based practices 

Problem based learning 

18(24.32) 

Effective learning practice required  

AUS Online tools and activities  

Team-work  

Assessment 

16(17.97) 

USA 14(18.91) 

The required  methods to assessment 

AUS Assignments 

Group  thread discussions 
Case based-project 

Self-assessment 

31(34.83) 

USA 27(36.48) 

The  required learning content 

AUS 
Multimedia  

Online module 

Text 

19(21.34) 

USA 15(20.27) 
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The question with the next highest frequency of comments is about the approaches to 

learning in the Australian interviews (N = 23; 25.84%), which was also the case in the American 

interviews (n = 18; 24.32%).  The responses of interviewees have been categorized into three main 

themes; collaborative learning, outcome oriented, feedback based practices and problem based 

learning.  

Nineteen (21.34%) comments by participants of one faculty in an Australian university and 

fifteen (20.27%) comments by participants of one faculty in a US university related to the content 

of e-learning. The responses have been categorized into the following areas; multimedia, online 

module and text. 

Sixteen comments (17.97%) in Australia and fourteen (18.91%) in the USA reported 

learning experience required by the system. Their answers to this question have been categorized 

as online tools and activities, team work and assessment. 

 

 

The required approaches to learning  

Australia case study 

Investigation into the current status and the requirements of e-learning practice approaches 

in Australia is concerned with the policies of the educational system and the perspectives of 

suppliers including administrative staff, lecturers and students, as to the process of learning in e-

learning courses.  
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*N=23 

 

According to the results derived from the interview responses, there are concerns that are 

focused on three themes; collaborative learning (N = 9; 39.13%), feedback based practice (N = 8; 

34.78%) and problem based practice (N = 6; 26.08%). These results from Table 5.8 show that the 

first priority of the participants, regardless of their position, is collaborative learning rather than 

individual learning. Further, their references to this theme indicate that the type of collaboration 

and the interaction between students and lecturers are the key elements of engagement with the 

process of learning.  

One lecturer said, “Engaging students in activities and discussions will encourage them to 

explore and understand material before class and the students will be challenged during online 

class.” (JuS.F.1) A health science e-learning instructor also commented on this: “I use wikis for 

Table 5.8 The required approaches to learning in Australia 

Theme Comments of participants Source* Percent 

C
o
ll

ab
o
ra

ti
v
e 

le
ar

n
in

g
 Engaging students in activities and discussions 

9 39.13 

Collaborative and interactive online teaching 

Collaborative learning process 

Flexible co-active approach 

Collaborative discussion approach 

Collaborative and interactive 

Collaborative flexible strategies 

Collaborative and interactive strategies 

Engaging with classmates  and course collaborative 

F
ee

d
b
ac

k
-b

as
ed

 

p
ra

ct
ic

es
 

Detailed feedback tasks 

8 34.78 

Feedback-oriented practices 

Assignment centred and information giving 

Quiz and feedback on assignments 

Feedback practices  

Feedback-oriented 

Practices feedback-oriented 

Positive feedback activities 

P
ro

b
le

m
 b

as
ed

 L
ea

rn
in

g
 

Problem solving techniques 

6 26.08 

Clinical problem based  

Problem-based 

Online problem based learning 

Learner- centred problem-solving 

Problem-based 



 
 

191 
 

the collaborative learning process and expect students to engage online in an efficient and 

supportive fashion. This requires me to carefully construct the design of the learning opportunities 

and to be responsive as it rolls out” (MiC.F.5). 

As an online student of public health management explained: “Collaborative and 

interactive strategy is highlighted in my classes because it is very interesting. The students always 

will have a great time during these units and there will be positive feedback activities from each 

other and teachers to learn via collaborative and interactive ways” (LeA.S.14).  

In conclusion, it is apparent that the pedagogical perspective towards strategies tends to 

favour a more collaborative approach. In this case, one of the senior lecturers of physiotherapy 

teaching more than six online courses explained that: “My online teaching strategy is based on a 

flexible co-active approach and I also try to engage students to be active participants in the online 

learning environment. With the discussion activities, it is my main request” (PaU.F.7) . 

The results show that the second priority of participants is a feedback based approach. This 

approach refers to the tasks, quizzes, practices and activities that have been designed for online 

courses and the probable questions arising from them which constitutes a quick and easy method 

of learning. Some comments include: “From what I have seen in the WIL (Work Integrated 

Learning) unit in the discipline of occupational therapy (OT) the online teaching strategy needs 

more feedback-oriented practices” (MeR.F.4) .  “Apply to one of my units, which is fully online. 

The strategy is needed to present students with tasks as close to "real assignments and fast 

feedback” as possible, provide materials and examples about how to do the tasks, quiz and 

feedback on assignments” (RoB.F.8) . 

The third priority of participants regarding the pedagogical aspects refers to problem-based 

learning. This approach has focussed on problem solving techniques and is clinical problem based. 
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As can be seen in Table 5.8, six comments are related to this approach in online courses. For 

example one of the senior lecturers noted, “Online problem based learning is the best strategy for 

my teaching, in which I am able to do constructivist teaching with students” (RoD.F.9). Related to 

this, an administrator who supports students explained that: “I have some administrative 

experience with blended and fully online education with postgraduate coursework .within our 

protocol guidelines. We need to focus on learner- centred problem-solving flexible strategy” 

(JaN.A.10).   
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USA case study 

 Four themes  emerged from the interviews with regards to the approach to e-learning in 

the USA. These were collaborative learning (n = 9; 50.00%), outcome oriented approach (n = 4; 

22. %), problem-based learning (n = 3; 17.00%), and feedback based practice (n = 2; 11.00). Table 

5.9 summarizes the references that interviewees made that lead to these themes being categorized. 

 

*N=18 

 

The theme with the highest frequency of comments by participants when explaining the 

current e-learning practice approach was collaborative learning (n = 9; 50.00%).  

In this case participants believed that collaboration and interaction between students and 

between students and lecturers in discussion boards which improve teamwork is the first priority 

Table 5.9 The required approaches to learning in USA 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 

C
o

ll
ab

o
ra

ti
v

e 
le

ar
n

in
g
 

Interaction between students and discussion boards 

Interactive 
Collaborative based 

Learner-centred interactive 

Collaborative and interactive 

Collaborative-centred 

Group work; leadership, collaboration, dialog  

Collaborative and interactive with the team 

Interactive web-based program 

9 50.00 

O
u

tc
o
m

e 

O
ri

en
te

d
 

 

Outcome-oriented  

Highly focused classes were  on student outcomes 

Focused on student achievement 

Online quizzes for better outcome 
4 22.00 

P
ro

b
le

m
 b

as
ed

 

L
ea

rn
in

g
 Problem-based assignments  

3 17.00 

Problem solving 

Problem-based 

F
ee

d
b
ac

k
-

b
as

ed
 p

ra
ct

ic
es

 

Feedback on assignments 

Feedback-oriented 
 2 11.00 
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of the e-learning practice approach. Comments highlighted classes as being "process-oriented but 

transitioning to having more interaction between students” (Nat.F.1); as well as being “interactive 

and learner-centred” (Roc.S.5) and “collaborative based and focused on understanding the 

concepts being taught” (Dra.S.9). There is acknowledgment that classes “require group work; 

leadership, collaboration, where dialogue is key”, (Han.S.8) although some students still 

experience courses that are interactive and collaborative alongside courses that are primarily in a 

text format (Cyn.F.13) . 

The next most frequently mentioned e-learning practice approach reported in America was 

an outcome oriented approach (n = 4; 22.20%). From this perspective, the outcome of learning is 

of  most concern in educational practice. Comments like” highly focused classes were on student 

outcomes”, “focused on student achievement” and “online quizzes for better outcome” have been 

reported by interviewees. For example one student noted that he “believes they are flexible, 

learner-centred and that the learning strategies are focused on student achievement” (Hea.S.7). 

One of the instructional designers said: “It is highly focused on student outcomes. Outcomes are 

established by the institution” (UofM, SPH), with “accrediting bodies and professional 

organizations, who establish core competencies for public health professionals” (Joe.A.3) . 

The third e-learning practice approach that was mentioned by participants of one faculty in 

an American university was problem-based learning (n = 3; 17.00%). In this case participants 

reported that practices like assignments based on problem solving were their dominant e-learning 

practice approach. Representative comments include: “In my opinion problem solving and 

discussion is the best strategy for e-learning courses” (Hel.S.6), “we have to focus on problem-

based assignments where regular homework was assigned for students to complete. These 
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assignments were promptly graded with feedback on how to improve. Usually, these homework 

assignments directly related to the material covered on the exams” (Isa.S.11) . 

The fourth e-learning practice approach that was indicated by interviewees was feedback 

based practice (n = 2; 11.00%). As well as feedback from the lecturers some classes have required 

students to interact and provide feedback to one another. They explained: “the online module 

provided different ways to learn the concepts with audio recording, visual clips, readings, research 

paper for understanding of application with feedbacks from the instructor and TA’s.” (Yin.S.10) 

and “most of my online classes have provided feedback on assignments and I appreciate that. Most 

of the times we also need to include a response to another student's comment. In this way, online 

classes require much more interaction and feedback from the student than from an in-class 

environment where each student doesn't necessarily need to talk in class if they don't want to” 

(Han.S.8) . 

 

The results of comparative investigation  

According to the results in Australia and America there are some similarities and 

differences in the perspective of participants about their main required approaches to learning. 

Firstly, according to results as can be seen in Table 5.10, it has been revealed that the issue of 

collaborative learning is the same in both countries. Although the percent of Americans (50%) 

who believed in this issue is higher than Australians (39.1%), learning with others has been the 

first consideration of both cultures. The second pedagogical issue which was similar in both 

countries was problem based learning. In this case, participants in both countries explained that 

the process of problem solving in their e-learning system needs to be improved because of the 

challenge that they encounter with it, although it seems that this requirement is more highlighted 
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by Australians (26.1%) rather than Americans (17%). The third similarity in participants’ concerns 

about approaches to learning issues refers to feedback-based practices. According to this theme 

34.8% of Australians and 11% of Americans claimed that giving feedback in learning via 

assignment to students is another challenge they have to figure out. This requirement of course is 

in relation to the process of assessment learning in students that has to be considered by e-learning 

course providers. Regardless of these similarities about the main issues of pedagogical perspective, 

one difference has been found namely outcome oriented. This theme was reported as the second 

most important issue by Americans; however, Australians didn’t report any concern about the 

outcome of learning. This difference between the perspective of Americans and Australians about 

the outcomes of learning can indicate that learning in America tends to be as practical and 

applicable as can be, however, this issue has been neglected by Australian course providers. 

 

 

 

 

 

Effective learning practice required  

Australia case study 

Investigation of effective learning practice enquired into what participants have been 

supplied with within the e-learning system, and resulted in the emergence of three key themes. 

Participants focused on online tools and activities, team work and assessment. Table 5.11 

summarizes Australian results. As can be seen, the first priority of participants’ responses was 

about online tools and activities that they have to engage with in an e-learning system (n = 7; 43%). 

Table 5.10 Comparative result  Based on The Required Approaches to Learning 

The required approaches to learning 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P* USA P Require Priority 

Collaborative learning 39.1 50 Similar Similar 

Outcome Oriented 0 22 Different Different 

Problem based Learning 26.1 17 Similar Different 

Feedback-based practices 34.8 11 Similar Different 

* Participants 
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According to Australian findings, tools like digital didactic material and applications, 

online wiki tool, secretive applications and tools for cheating, multiple online apps for alternative 

sources of information, blackboard discussion board, online tutorial and LMS have been supplied 

as effective learning practice required in e-learning system. For example a clinical educator 

highlighted this: “I think using secretive applications and tools for cheating that are able to check 

for cheating and something else on-line and off-line.” (MiM.F.6)  

Also two of the online teaching senior lecturers focused on online apps and LMS and 

commented on this: “In my opinion, fully online learning activities are convenient for students and 

teachers in the education system. As detailed in the total online section of the faculty of health 

sciences website, LMS offers a range of online teaching chances in the health sciences disciplines, 

which are flexible and interactive experiences for learners both locally and globally” (RoD.F.9) . 

“I provide students with multiple online app alternative sources of information, and have them 

apply the information, and provide detailed feedback about their performance” (RoB.F.8) . 

One of the administrators of online courses focused on “blackboard discussion board and 

also strategic discussion with experts in the field of pedagogical facilitating and technological 

tools” (MeG.A.11). One of the health science postgraduates noted, “The replacement of the person 

tutorial for the online tutorial improves the ability to reflect on differing outlooks, properly retain 

and consider well informed opinions of others and the thought processes that lead them to their 

conclusions” (SuS.S.16).  

The second priority that has been put forward as an effective learning practice required in 

e-learning system and online courses is team work (n = 5; 31.25%). In this case comments like 

learning cycle, learning groups; group project, collaborative learning strategy and team work based 

strategy have been introduced by postgraduates, administrative staff and lecturers. Some 
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comments were: “I used online learning extensively at postgraduate level. My pedagogy was adult 

learner centred; using authentic learning experiences in order to stimulate the reflective team based 

learning cycle” (MeR.F.4) . “Residential sessions at the beginning of an on-line UoS (Unit of 

study) to forge a learning culture within the group, and to set up identification with the degree 

program and student cohort” (JaN.A.10). “The collaborative and team learning strategy is an 

effective learning strategy in that it can be a strong strategy for student engagement in online units” 

(GuN.S.13) . 

The third priority of participants regarding effective practice required in an e-learning 

educational system was assessment (N = 4; 25%). In this case they mentioned linking assessment 

with the activity, assignment and quiz, practice quizzes and self-assessment and assignments as 

effective strategic experiences that they used. One of the associate professors stated, “We have 

many options that we should be thinking about. One of the main things to do in the online 

environment in my experience with three online Health Sociologist units is linking assessment 

with the activity and focusing on flexible timeline for quiz.” (KaR.F.2). Other perspectives for 

effective practice that are required are “based on assignments and quiz that are practical and 

clinically relevant” (MaR.F.3) and also “practice quizzes in the online environment” (PaU.F.7). 

While one of the postgraduates focused on students’ self-assessment of assignments and stated, “I 

think self-assessment is a very effective process in my postgraduate online Public Health course” 

(LeA.S.14) . 

Participants focused on online tools and activities, team work and assessment. Table 5.6 

summarizes Australian results. 
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USA case study 

According to the American results the second  pedagogical issue was the need for effective 

learning experience. One of the lecturers noted; ”an effective practice is dependent on strategic 

planning methods of teaching and learning process, so in my opinion concise instructions on what 

is expected, deadlines and quick responses to inquiries is needed. ” (Nat.F.1) In this case, three 

main effective learning practices were mentioned by participants namely: online tools and 

activities, teamwork and assessment.  Some of the participants focused on several effective 

experiences and explained that: “Assessment methods used were learning lab activities and 

projects, papers and presentation, discussion board quizzes and self-assessment” (Yin.S.10), As 

 

Table 5.11 Effective learning practice required  in one Faculty in an Australian University 

Theme Comments of participants Source* Percent 

O
n
li

n
e 

to
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ls

 a
n
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ac
ti

v
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Digital didactic material and applications  

7 43.75 

Online wiki tool 

Secretive applications and tools for cheating  

Multiple online app alternative sources of information 

LMS 

Blackboard discussion board 

Online tutorial 

T
ea

m
-w

o
rk

 Stimulate the reflective team based  learning cycle 

5 31.25 

Learning culture within the group 

Discussions and group projects 

 the collaborative learning strategy  

team work based strategy is fabulous experience 

A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

Linking assessment with the activity. 

Assignments and  quiz 

Practice quizzes 

Students self-assessment of assignments  4 25.00 

*N=16 
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well as “...homework - reports and essays-, online threaded discussions, presentations and 

webinars.” (Dra.S.9) 

 

Table 5.12 has the results concerning effective learning practice themes that participants 

considered are required. According to this table the first effective practice that was reported by 

participants was supplying online tools and activities to teach and learn (n = 6; 42.85%). Comments 

indicate that participants have used the following tools and activities: discussion boards, readings 

alongside online lectures, videos and animations as well as other types of online activities. What 

some have indicated is that they like a variety of tools that support one another: “The readings and 

the online lectures touch upon the same topics, which is very helpful for me. I learn better by 

receiving the same material in different forms: i.e. verbal vs. written. ” (Hea.S.7) and they “enjoy 

online methods that use a variety of formats to teach. For example, provide audio, video, some 

 

 

Table 5.12 Effective learning practice required  in one Faculty in a USA University  

Theme Reference Source* Percent 

O
n
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e 

to
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 a
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s 

The online discussion boards 

The e-readings tools and the online lectures 

Videos and animations 

HINF 5430(Health Informatics online practices) 
The various multimedia tools  

Audio and video 

6 42.85 

T
ea

m
-w

o
rk

 

Deadlines and quick responses  in the small group work 

Engage on student-instructor, student-student 

Group assignments and students learning by student 

teams 

Group projects  

Team collaboration 

The Island Project 

6 42.85 

A
ss

es
sm

en
t Homework assignments 

Work for the assignments 

 2 14.30 

*N=14 
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reading (not too heavy on the reading!) and different kinds of online exercises. ” (Han.S.8). 

Another noted that being able to call in to the course live was an effective learning practice 

(Roc.S.5) . 

The second of the effective practices that has been indicated by students, faculty and 

administrators of health science at the American university was team work (n = 6; 42.85%). 

According to the responses, interacting with others within the educational system to find quick 

responses in the small group work, engaging in group learning, undertaking group projects and 

assignments have been reported as effective strategic experiences. For some there were courses 

where students were in teams which allowed for more in depth discussion of content (Dra.S.9), 

while others have experienced “opportunities to collaborate not just within their course but with 

other institutions” (Isa.S.11). The responses pointed to improved communication skills and 

engaging with the content at a deeper level as outcomes of this strategy (Joe.A.3)  

The third of the effective practices that was required is assessment (n = 2; 14.30%). In this 

case they believed that homework assignments and work on assignments is an effective strategic 

experience that they had during their courses (See Table 5.12 for more information). For instance 

one of the epidemiology students “…found the various assessments the lectures offered as well as 

the homework assignments helpful. In some courses, the multiple attempts at quizzes have been 

helpful in reviewing materials. ” (Gha.S.12) “There is a systematic method to evaluating the 

quality of learning and also for student assessment. This method is based on research projects, 

discussion group projects and student peer review.” (Hel.S.6) Another stated that “I believe the 

assessment methods in all my classes were very successful and they were based on paper essay 

and worksheets and also online discussions quizzes.” (Roc.S.5) 
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The results of comparative investigation  

As has been reported above, the second item of the pedagogical approach that was required 

was effective learning practice. Table 5.13 compares three themes that were considered in both 

countries. According to this table, the first priority of both countries in relation to effective learning 

experience required refers to online tools and activities. This result illustrates that this theme was 

frequently mentioned in both countries in approximately the same proportion (higher than 40%). 

This means that even in America, which has been defined as the best and most progressive country 

in terms of technology and application of online tools, this theme is still considered to be the future 

of e-learning programs. Also the issue of team working has been reported by both countries in 

which America (42.85%) provided a higher percentage in this theme than Australia (31.25%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This shows that the value of learning by working with others may be understood as a more 

effective learning practice in US rather than Australia. The third effective learning practice was 

reported as assessment. However,  this issue was nominated more by Australians (25%) than 

Americans (14.30%). 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.13 Comparative result of Effective learning practice required    

Effective learning practice required    
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P Require Priority 

Online tools and activities 43.75 42.85 Similar Similar 

Team-work 31.25 42.85 Similar Different 

Assessment 25.00 14.30 Similar Similar 
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Learning assessment methods required 

Australia case study 

Within the area of e-learning assessment, the results are directly derived from the content 

analysis about e-learning assessment methods and reveal that there are four main themes in 

Australia. These are: assignments, group thread discussion, case based project and self-assessment. 

Table 5.14 illustrates these results. 

*N=31 

Table 5.14 Assessment method required in one Faculty in an Australian University 

Theme Comments of participants Source* Percent 

A
ss

ig
n

m
en

ts
 

Individual assignments format 

11 35.48 

Individual reflection essays 

Written assignments 

Essays and peer review of work 

 Individual essay 

Essays and reports assessment  

Reports and individual assignment 

Reports and individual assignments 

Individual work  

Assessment tasks 

Reports and individual assignments 

G
ro

u
p

 
 

th
re

ad
 

d
is

cu
ss

io
n

s 

Discussions group 

8 25.80 

Discussions 

Online discussions contracts  

Group discussion work  

Online discussions 

Threaded discussions 

Online discussion group 

Online threaded discussions group 

C
as

e 
b
as

ed
-p

ro
je

ct
 QI case study assessment 

7 22.58 

Video case studies 

Case-based research 

Practical projects 

Research project  

Case study quizzes 

Project and case studies 

S
el

f-
as

se
ss

m
en

t Self-assessment activities 

5 16.12 

Self-evaluation tools 

Self-assessment quizzes 

Self-assessment questions 

Self- feedback  



 
 

204 
 

Based on these findings, the research found that the first priority of participants’ regarding 

assessment method for their e-learning was assignments (n=11; 35.48%). From this perspective, 

assessment methods like individual assignments, individual essays, and peer review of work, 

reports assessment and assessment tasks have been reported as a priority by students as well as 

lecturers and administrative staff. For example one of the lecturers stated, “…..individual 

assignment format and practical activities” (JuS.F.1) .   

The second priority concerning assessment methods was group thread discussion (n= 8; 

25.80%). In this case, as a health system associate professor explained, “We have to make 

assessment methods a meaningful tool based in reality and attractive in online teaching, by using 

contributions to discussions and reflection” (KaR.F.2) .  

The main comments were about different types of discussions within the online system that 

includes online discussions, contracts, threaded discussions, and online threaded discussion 

groups. See Table 5.14 for more information.  

The third priority of participants was case based projects (n= 7, 22.58) which refers to case 

study and research projects. Comments in the interviews include case study assessment, video case 

study, case research, practical project, research project, case study quizzes. Senior lecturers 

explained that: “... blended and fully online teaching in undergraduate social psychology and 

undergraduate and postgraduate research methods are based on case-based research” 

(RoB.F.8).“Previously I used a quality improvement-QI- case study assessment method which two 

to three students work on together in my classes” (MaR.F.3) . 

The last priority of the participant’s responses about assessment methods was self-

assessment strategies (n = 5; 16.12%). Activities like self-assessment, quizzes, questions and 

supplying self-evaluation tools or self- feedback have been reported by participants as possibly 
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leading to higher levels of self-confidence and satisfaction in students. Some typical explanations 

from discussions were: “Not just online assessment, I believe individual essays which I think can 

find better results” (PaU.F.7) “In the period of a semester I have practical projects, essays and 

reports assessment in my online teaching” (RoD.F.9) . 

 

 

USA case study 

According to American participants’ results, the third area of pedagogical issues that 

concerned them was the e-learning assessment method. Based on participants’ comments, four 

main e-learning assessment methods were categorized; assignments, group thread discussion, case 

based projects and self-assessment. Table 5.15 highlights the language which interviewees used to 

describe these assessment methods. 

The first assessment method is group discussion thread (n = 11; 40.74%). Within this 

assessment method, online group learning activities, discussions, projects, quizzes, and 

presentations have been reported by participants such as on line courses that, “…required threaded 

discussions or digital media submissions that have group chatting on it” (Isa.S.11) . 

There are challenges within this method of assessment.  

There are issues in regards to feelings of frustration brought about by this on-line group 

involvement. One participant had the following experiences and thoughts about the inclusion of 

this assessment method: “I have found the group thread discussions most challenging. While the 

group collaboration using "The Island" was effective, many of my other group experiences have 

just been frustrating. I feel that group assignments should be used judiciously so as to decrease the 

frustration factor for students. A lot of time is wasted just trying to organize groups. I am currently 
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taking a course that requires weekly group collaboration on simple homework assignments and I 

see no pedagogical value in this model. ” (Cyn.F.13) 

*N=27 

As can be seen in this table, assignment (n = 10; 37.03%) was reported as a common 

assessment method, including reports, home works, essays and worksheets, research writing, 

presentations. One of the comments noted “Two kinds of assignments in the online classes 

 

Table 5.15 Assessment method required  in  one Faculty in a USA University 

Theme   Reference Source* Percent 

G
ro

u
p

  
th

re
ad

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n
s 

Group discussions and threaded discussions 

Group learning activities 

Online threaded discussions 

Group discussion projects 

Online discussions quizzes 

Discussions group 

Group chatting on study 

Thread discussions and Group presentations  

Threaded discussions or digital media submissions 

Discussion board quizzes 
The group collaboration using "The Island" 

11 40.74 

A
ss

ig
n

m
en

ts
 

Reports and writing 

Personal writing assignments  

Homework - reports and essays 

Paper assignments  

Paper essay and worksheets 

Research writing assignment and reports 

Written out essay formats 
Individual presentations with peer reviews 

Write a final reflection paper or report  

Homework submissions 

Papers and presentation 

10 37.03 

C
as

e 
b

as
ed

-

p
ro

je
ct

 

l 

Laboratory projects 

Research projects 

Projects and exams 

Learning lab activities and projects 

 

4 14.81 

S
el

f-
as

se
ss

m
en

t 

Self-assessments 

Self-assessment feedback 

2 7.40 
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required: paper assignments and lab assignments.” (Hea.S.7) as well as another participant 

comment which focused on writing tasks saying: “My online classes have mostly consisted of a 

lot of writing tasks. Write weekly discussion posts, and writing a final reflection paper or report 

on a certain topic. Some have required that I create a document with a group. I once had an online 

class that presented case studies in the lecture, but very rarely did we work on one for an 

assignment. That may have been helpful. I've never done a video projector podcast. ” (Han.S.8) 

The third assessment method that was reported by participants was case-based projects (n 

= 4; 14.81%). Doing laboratory research projects, activities and exams have been mentioned in 

this category, for instance a public health science lecturer explained, “We have projects which we 

call themes lab, which is problem solving. They have laboratory projects multipoint choice quizzes 

and short answers. ” (Kri.F.2)  

The fourth and the last assessment method was self-assessment (n = 2; 7.40%). In this case, 

two people felt positively towards self-assessment. An e-learning instructor and faculty member 

highlighted this as “one of the best assessment methods for my online teaching is self-assessments 

and reports that are required.” (Nat.F.1) Another said “the self-assessment feedback system is 

being updated and it is a supportive method that is necessary for students’ learning improvement.” 

(Joe.A.3) 

The results of comparative investigation 

The third pedagogical issue in both countries was the assessment method they required. As 

can be seen in Table 5.16, it seems that in both countries there are similarities on the themes of 

this issue. Both countries claimed their issues and challenges in the assessment method were group 

thread discussions, assignments, and case based project and self-assessment. Although the priority 

of Americans was first on group thread discussion (40.7%) and second on assignment (37.1%), 
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the priority of Australians was first on assignments (35.5%) and second on group thread discussion 

(25.8%). As was shown in the last section this result indicated that learning through group activity 

in terms of assessment in more highlighted by Americans. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effective learning content required  

Australia case study 

Table 5.17 records the results of the themes of learning contents required by Australians. 

According to the findings, three main themes were used by the interviewees to express the content 

and the format that they require in their e-learning systems. These are: multimedia, online modules 

and texts. The results indicated that applying multimedia such as modern new formats is more 

attractive than online modules and texts which are regarded as traditional formats of learning by 

participants. 

As can be seen, supplying multimedia (n= 7; 36.84%) has been reported as the first priority. 

They described videos such as clips and case studies, 3-D and multimedia as a priority for e-

learning contents. Using multimedia in e-learning has been favoured because it facilitates learning 

in both simple and comprehensive ways. For example some typical explanations from discussions 

were: “That's a hard question! I've not evaluated it, but I would think that the most effective content 

is where I give students a brief visual video of an assessment and they complete an assessment 

report” (JuS.F.1) .     

Table 5.16 Comparative result Based on Assessment Method Required 

Assessment method required 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P Require Priority 

Group  thread discussions 25.8 40.7 Similar Different 

Assignments 35.5 37.1 Similar Different 

Case based-project 22.6 14.8 Similar Similar 

Self-assessment 16.1 7.4 Similar Similar 
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 “There are a range of modules to answer this question. I attempt to use visible features and 

animation techniques such as diagrams, charts, 3-D and in multimedia” (MaR.F.3) . 

 “Firstly I want to say all types of content in the online units are more interesting, compared 

with the traditional text- centred content contained in the units’ handbook. If we are looking for 

effective content in the e-learning I think the best of them is multimedia as non-textual contents” 

(AnK.S.12) . 

The second priority of participants was online modules (n = 6; 31.57%). Different types of 

e-learning modules like “the blackboard learning system is most effective and required  in my 

online teaching, in that it enhances a learning environment, by providing content management and 

sharing” (MeR.F.4); “a range of formats seems to be the key in my e-learning module in the health 

sciences faculty” (MiC.F.5) and “online access to readings and e-research module content are more 

required in the online course programs” (SuS.S.16) have all been put forward by participants.  

*N= 19 

 

Table 5.17 Effective learning content required in one Faculty in an  Australia University 

Theme Comments of participants Source* Percent 

M
u
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ia

 

Brief visual video 

7 36.84 

3-D and in multimedia 

Multi media  

Video case studies 

Videos 

Video clips 

Multimedia 

O
n
li

n
e 

m
o
d
u
le

 Blackboard content 

6 31.57 

Blackboard learning system 

E-learning module 

Virtual projects  

Discussion boards 

E-research module content 

T
ex

t 

Text 

Texts to encourage thinking 

Written texts 

Written course guides 

Written texts 

Textbooks 

6 31.57 
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The third priority of content format indicated by participants was text (n = 6; 31.57%). 

Traditional text formats such as text to encourage thinking, written course guides and textbooks 

were emphasized in this theme. For example one of the participants, a senior lecturer, said “There 

are a variety of materials in this area. I think a mixture of text and video seems to work best for 

my unit and they are much more effective” (RoB.F.8). Another lecturer pointed out the use of 

written course guides for “…directing students to the most relevant readings, which are updated 

regularly” (MeR.F.4). Two of the postgraduate health science participants explained that: “written 

texts content is much more required than others. I believe that it is most effective and clearer than 

other content and is an easy way to organize your exam” (GuN.S.13).  “We don't receive any 2D 

and 3D simulations and virtual worlds, or dynamic computer models, just referral to journal 

articles and textbooks” (LeA.S.14). 

USA case study 

The last area within the research of pedagogical issues relating to e-learning was e-learning 

content.  Three main themes emerged from the study from America. These are multimedia, online 

modules and text. However, one of the interviewees commented that “the type of content, 

effectiveness and requirement of virtual classes is based on lectures.” (Hea.S.7) 

As can be seen in Table 5.18, multimedia (n = 9; 60%) had the highest frequency from the 

American study. Recorded lectures, video based lectures, video and audio presentations and 

multimedia lectures have been mentioned by participants. The responses have highlighted that 

multimedia is more effective and reinforces content more than content delivered in text only. 

Responses such as: “I have found multimedia lectures more helpful than simply reading PDFs. 

Interactive assignments using dynamic computer models have also been helpful. The use of real-

world examples pertinent to my field of study has also been effective and they are recommended. 
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” (Cyn.F.13). In terms of reinforcement, responses include: “I have experience with multimedia 

lectures that is much more effective” (Roc.S.5) and “the audio and video presentation is most 

helpful with reinforcing the content” (Yin.S.10). 

*N= 15 

The second content that was reported by participants was the use of online modules (n = 3; 

20%). E-lecture modules and visual modules and moodle content were mentioned. For example, 

an e-learning designer highlighted that E-Lecture modules can be delivered from a variety of 

platforms (Joe.A.3). “Students have stated that they like variety” (Han.S.8) and “lectures and 

factual material with attractive visual e-learning modules for easy-to-use and online design 

presentations have been helpful” (Gha.S.12).  

The third and the last e-learning content reported by interviewees was text (n = 3; 20%). 

Traditional texts that can be downloaded in the e-learning educational environment have been 

considered. For example two of the health system students note “realistic texts” (Bri.S.4) and “the 

type of content that is most effective is the realistic texts” (Dra.S.9).  

 

 

Table 5.18 Effective learning content required in  one Faculty in a USA University 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 

M
u
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Recorded lectures 

Multimedia case lecturers 

Multimedia cases 
Video-based lectures  

Multimedia lectures and case studies 

Multimedia lectures 

Multimedia lectures 

The audio and video presentation 

Multimedia lectures and  dynamic computer models 

9 60.00 

O
n

li
n
e 

m
o

d
u
le

 E-Lectures module 

Visual e-learning module for easy-to-use  

Moodle content 3 20.00 

T
ex

t Written texts 

The realistic texts  

Realistic texts 

3 20.00 
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The results of comparative investigation 

Comparing the results of e-learning contents in both countries, one faculty in an Australian 

university and one faculty in a US university showed that three themes, application of multimedia, 

online module and the text, are effective and required in both countries. As can be seen in Table 

5.19 these results indicated that the first priority of Australians in this case is supplying online 

modules (31.57%) and text (31.57%), however, the first priority of Americans is in relation to 

multimedia content. This may be due to the fact that application of online modules and text as e-

learning contents is fairly common in America rather than Australia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cultural issues 

To investigate the current cultural status in the Australian and American samples, 

participants were asked three main questions about the existence of cultural issues and sensitivities, 

nonexistence of cultural issues and sensitivities and effective cultural practices required. Table 

5.20 summarizes the responses.  

As can be seen in this table, thirteen participants of one faculty in an Australian university 

believed that there are cultural issues and sensitivities in specific situations. They claim that due 

to lack of international context awareness, communication issues and the use of new technology, 

challenges exist between cultures. However, three people believed that there are no cultural issues 

and sensitivities. They believed that there is similar content and quality between cultures and there 

is shared popular material. Also they explained that there are effective cultural practices that can 

Table 5.19 Comparative result  Based on  Effective learning content required 

Effective content required 
Percentage of comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P require Priority 

Multimedia 36.84 60 Similar Similar 

Online module 31.57 20 Similar Similar 

Text 31.57 20 Similar Similar 
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be supplied in e-learning like chat rooms, to facilitate and renovate online environments and 

improve training and e-learning skills. 

 

According to the American responses as tabled, ten interviewees’ comments indicate that 

cultural issues exist. They nominated the lack of international context awareness, communication 

issues and differences in attitude as the main reasons for these cultural issues. 

However, three comments indicated that some believe that there are no cultural issues. 

They believe that similar content and quality of e-learning cultures ensures that there are no 

cultural issues in the e-learning system in America. 

Finally thirteen people explained that effective cultural practice includes chat room groups, 

a renovated e-environment, and improved training and skills. 

 

The existence of cultural issues and sensitivities  

Australia case study 

As has been mentioned above, there are three main reasons, namely lack of international 

context awareness, experiencing communication issues and new technological challenges that 

 

Table 5.20 Participant’s Comments on Cultural issues 

Interview Questions Focused on Participants Theme No of  Participant 

The existence of cultural issues and  

Sensitive 

AUS Lack of international context 

awareness  

Communication issues 

New technological Challenges 

13(81.25) 

USA Lack of international context 

awareness  

Communication issues 

Differences in attitude  

10(77) 

The nonexistence of  cultural issues 

and Sensitive 

AUS Similar content and quality 

Popular Pandemic 

3(18.75) 

USA 3(23) 

Effective cultural practice required    

AUS Chat room group 

Facility and renovating e-

environment 

Improving training and skills 

16 

USA 13 
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have been identified to account for the existence of cultural issues by Australian interviewees (n= 

13; 81.25%).   

As can be seen in Table 5.21, participants believed that online courses are like being in an 

international class in which people of different cultural backgrounds attend. The diversity of 

attendees should cause there to be more sensitivity about cultural customs. They claimed that 

builders of a standard e-learning system should be aware of the possibility of differing cultural and 

social norms so that these cultural issues can be addressed. In this case, some of the comments (n 

= 7, 35.00%) indicate there is a lack of international context awareness, for example one of the 

lecturers said; “I think in general there is probably some cultural awareness and cultural sensitivity. 

We do fully online learning; we do a couple of residentials so in those residentials we sometimes 

have some Indonesian students and a couple of other students from some other countries. I think 

in the residential, I think probably more cultural awareness there is together in the group and also 

I think in the international and Indonesian students I think there are some sensitive things on the 

technology, team work and or speaking.” (RoD.F.9)  Also he stated, “…total online learning lacks 

awareness to a large extent of cultural mores.  As you know, because our University has a 

multiethnic and multicultural background in international settings” (RoD.F.9) . One of the 

postgraduates in this part of the interview focused on awareness and connection with the students 

and explained that: “I believe most students and instructors care about improvement while posting 

and writing, online discussion, cafe etc... But I remember that we have had very learned instructors 

in the past, but they have not been able to make a connection with the students because the teachers 

didn't have a good knowledge of students’ cultural settings - Considering the serious lack of 

international awareness-  in order to develop or modify instruction” (SoN.S.15) . 
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Following on from this, the participants focused on communication within the issue of 

cultural sensitivities (n= 5; 25.00%). In this case, there are verbal communication issues like 

having a language other than English as their first language. A representative comment of lecturers 

was: “I think about the importance of teaching being about not being exclusionary. There are some 

aspects of the online environment that get more feedback from some students because English is 

not their first language. Online discussion and the online environment has aspects of teaching that 

might invite students to participate more particularly if they are not confident in English and 

participate in the discussion rather than spend more time thinking about speaking correctly. On the 

other side it is no different than face to face teaching except that it is difficult to express emotions 

online so there is a greater chance of misunderstanding jokes for example” (JuS.F.1). 

The third reason that has been highlighted as an issue within cultural sensitivities in relation 

to the e-learning system was challenges in technology (n= 4; 20%). Table 5.10 shows these results. 

From this perspective, they indicated that the fast speed of technological changes, new and 

advanced IT usage affects the e-learning system as well as the process of learning and these should 

be considered in relation to cultural issues. A representative comment of students was: “I just think 

that the e-learning and social networking are advancing very fast - new IT, advancing IT usage - 

and this requires educational improvement and we need to adapt to change and develop a reliable 

connection and also a constructive link with the social-cultural context” (AnK.S.12) . 

Also skills in relation to electronic communication and virtual discussion are an issue for 

people who have to have interaction with other students and lecturers. For example one of the 

lecturers said, “I found a lot of electronic virtual issues because both the lecturers and learners 

have sensitivities and each is capable of monitoring the network learning activity. For development 

of online teaching environment I think that the students and young people prefer doing their tasks, 
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homework or meeting by searching, virtual and electronic communication and sharing a 

classroom” (RoB.F.8) . 

In contrast, three people indicated that there is no existence of cultural issues (18.75%). 

They put forward two main reasons for their comments:  similarity of content and the quality of e-

learning courses across the world which is the same in all cultures like similar qualitative health 

and health systems, same theoretical content and same platform and quality (n = 3; 15%). Also the 

popularity of online courses in an international environment based on accessing the internet and 

different social networks ensured that there would be no sensitivities to be aware of in regard to 

cultural issues (n = 1; 5%). See Table 5.21 for more information. 

 

 

Table 5.21 The existence of cultural issues and Sensitive in  one Faculty in an Australian University 

Yes / No Reason Comments of participants Source Percent 

Yes 

Lack of  international context 

awareness 

Students from overseas 

7 35.00 

Students of international backgrounds 

Multicultural background in international settings 

International/overseas based students 

Different cultural backgrounds and country  

International and Indonesian students  

Lack of international awareness  

Communication issues 

Human behaviour communication 

English is not their first language  
English as second language 

Verbal and communication skills  

Language communicate 

5 25.00 

New technological  

challenges 

Concern with new apps 

Advancing IT usage 

Technological changes and feeling stressed 

Social - networking issues 

4 20.00 

Total of  Reason    16  

 Total  of  Yes  13 81.25 

No 

Similar content and quality 

Same qualitative health and health systems 

3 15.00 Theoretical content 

platform and quality are similar 

Popular Pandemic Global populations 1 5.00 

Total of  Reason    4  

 Total  of  No  3 18.75 
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Some of the comments by participants illustrate both points. An Associate Professor of 

health systems explained: “I don’t believe that the development of online teaching displays cultural 

sensitivity, because my blended and fully online teaching experiences are both on the same 

qualitative health and health systems with clear written syllabus. Also a global population is 

another reason that we don’t have displays to show cultural sensitivity for online system 

development” (KaR.F.2).  A science e-learning instructor commented on this: “No cultural 

sensitivities because these are largely centred around how we deal personally with people. Online 

learning is largely concerned with theoretical content, and which is not "softened" by personal 

interactions. Also, not being in contact with students, you are often not aware of what cultural 

sensitivities are required, because you are not aware of their cultural backgrounds and also the role 

of cultural issues is based on qualitative behavior” (MaR.F.3). An online student explained: “All 

students access similar platforms and quality. I am not aware of how this is differentiated or how 

this has been made different to accommodate cultural sensitivities and issues” (MiM.F.6). 

 

USA case study 

As explained in the last section, 77% believe that cultural issues exist in the American 

sample. See Table 5.22 for more details. In this case, three comments (23.1%) indicate there is a 

lack of international context awareness, for example one of the lecturers said: “I have invitational 

students in the course but we are going to be adding more students from different parts of the world 

and I almost want to say that I would like to have my course assisted by someone else to answer 

the culturally sensitive issues. We are concerned about creating an atmosphere of respect for all of 

the students. ” (Kri.F.2)   

Taking differences into account when designing courses may help to reduce these issues. 

“Our University has an international position for providing online courses for students from other 
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countries with pedagogical backgrounds particularly from the Middle East and China (Gha.S.12). 

Some have even noted that when courses take into account these differences that there is still the 

possibility of gaps in learning experiences and knowledge. “We offer many international programs 

specifically geared toward students from Asia, those programs curricula are specifically for those 

audiences but there are gaps between students' instructional contexts and e-learning units that 

university provided for international applicants” (Joe.A.3). 

According to the results, the different educational backgrounds of international audiences 

is the other main reason for the existence of cultural issues in the online learning environment. “It 

is still following a curriculum standard that is common in the United States while we have students 

from other cultures and different learning styles with completely different curriculum standards. 

We need to move to make a global multicultural online curriculum for heath science” (Dra.S.9). 

As shown in Table 5.22, communication issues have some main sub-reasons which include 

English as a second language with 4 comments (30.8%). International students whose first 

language is not English find that this can hinder their full participation in the course. As Chen 

states “In course designs that rely heavily on student participation for learning, 2nd language 

students often participate less, due to concerns about dragging a group behind, or appearing less 

competent” (Chen et al., 2006, p. 23) . The e-learning students focused on “designing online 

courses” based on a second language and “development of online learning environments”. As 

native English speakers they understand what is going on, but are “not completely sure the content 

is as accessible to those for whom English is a second language. The school of public health must 

be considerate when designing online courses and content for English as a second language for 

international learners” (Cyn.F.13). Others felt that their online learning environment displays 
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cultural sensitivity. “One of them is English as a foreign and second language for international 

students ” (Roc.S.5). 

Three comments (23.07%) from students of Environmental, Epidemiology and 

Community Health sciences explained differences in attitude issues are like having different points 

of view and non-constructive interactions attest to the existence of cultural issues (Hea.S.7). There 

is concern that “differences in attitudes and perspectives to programs can lead to big mistakes in 

communication.  In fact, expectations and attitudes about syllabus, labs and online activities make 

non-constructive or constructive interaction between students with themselves, lecturers and 

contents” (Han.S.8). Another felt that “there are some problems for system adaptation with new 

students and administrative staff thinking. However, I don't know how these will be solved but 

certainly contrasts in opinion is a critical and sensitive issue to discuss” (Hel.S.6). 

In contrast, three people (23.09%) claimed nonexistence of cultural issues because the 

similar content and quality of learning materials rendered it universally culturally acceptable, and 

the contents are very neutral in cultural sensitivity and have congruence with all cultures (n = 2, 

15.39%). For example one of the participants, an e-learning student believed that “the online 

learning environment would score "neutral" for displaying cultural sensitivity, meaning that all 

learning and materials were not insensitive per se, but also did not go out of the way to cater to 

other cultures” (Isa.S.11). In addition, one comment suggested the global popularity of the online 

environment as evidence for the nonexistence of cultural issues (n = 1, 7.70%). As Table 5.22 

shows, the participant highlighted this: “The online courses I have taken thus far are very natural 

and popular in cultural sensitivity”. 
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“The materials provide a diverse background of cultural, ethnic, racial, and geographical 

variation. We learned about the different populations when learning the concepts” (Yin.S.10). On 

the other hand one of the e-learning lecturers believes that “Online classes are tailored for 

mainstream Americans” with design of courses that is suitable for the American environment. 

Indeed if the university has plans for development of online programs for international purposes 

“there is need for more training on what the cultural sensitivity needs would be, to reflect the global 

population of online students” (Nat.F.1). Also one of the participants, a master of strategic 

communication in public health, stated “However, the university still follows a typical base for e-

learning programs but they have to think about international needs and international connectivity” 

(Dra.S.9). 

 

 

 

Table 5.22  The existence of cultural issues and  Sensitive in  one Faculty in a USA University 

Yes / No Reason Comments of participants Source Percent 

Yes 

Lack of  international context 

awareness 

Different educational styles 

Students' instructional context 

Pedagogical background 
3 23.1 

Communication issues 

English as second Language 

Foreign language  
Language 

English is a second language 

4 30.8 

Differences in kind of 

attitude and perspective 

Different point of view   

Non constructive  interactive   

New students thinking with  system adaptation 
3 23.1 

Total of  Reason    10 
77 

 Total  of  Yes  10 

No 

Similar content and quality 

All learning and materials was not insensitive per se 

Very natural in cultural sensitivity with congruent 

quality 
2 15.4 

Popular Pandemic Pandemic of online environments 1 7.6 

Total of  Reason    3 
23 

 Total  of  No  3 
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The results of comparative investigation   

Comparing the results of both countries, Australia and America, indicated that there are 

similarities and differences in their beliefs about cultural issues and sensitivity. As can be seen in 

Table 5.23, both countries agreed that lack of international context awareness and communication 

issues are two main reasons for the existence of cultural issues and  sensitivity. Regardless of this 

similarity between the two countries, there are some differences about the main reasons for the 

existence of cultural issues and sensitivity. Interestingly, the theme of the challenge of new 

technological changes was reported just by Australians whereas the theme of differences in kinds 

of attitude was reported just by Americans.     

 

In addition, two main reasons were given by both target participants as explanations for 

the non-existence of cultural issues and sensitivity.  However, the frequency results in both 

countries showed that not many people believed in the existence of cultural issues and sensitivity. 

According to Table 5.24, the same proportion of people (15%) in both countries claimed that  

content and quality were similar in their e-learning systems which demonstrates the non-existence 

of cultural issues. In addition the second reason for non-existence of cultural issues in both 

countries was explained as its global popularity. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.23 Comparative result Based on  The existence of cultural issues  

Main reason 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P Reason Priority 

Lack of  international context awareness 35 23.1 Similar Different 

Communication issues 25 30.8 Similar Different 

New technological challenges 20 0 Different Different 

Differences in kind of attitude 0 23.1 Different Different 

Table 5.24 Comparative result Based on The nonexistence of  cultural issues  

Main reason 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P Reason Priority 

Similar content and quality 15 15.39 Similar Similar 

Popular Pandemic 5 7.70 Similar Similar 



 
 

222 
 

Effective cultural practice required 

Australia case study  

The last issue to be investigated was effective cultural practices. In this case, participants 

of one faculty in an Australian university indicated that there are three effective cultural practices, 

namely chat room groups (n= 10; 58.82%), facilitating and renovating the environment (n = 6; 

35.29%) and improving training and skills (n = 1; 5.88%). 

According to Table 5.25, the first effective cultural practice indicated by interviewees was 

chat room groups. Virtual multicultural chat rooms which provide discussion groups in both formal 

and informal settings have been reported by participants as effective practices to help people 

understand cultural issues, concerns and problems. Table 5.25 explains all comments in detail.  

One of the participants, a coordinator, believed that “administrative staff gain insights into 

new enrollees at the very beginning of their enquiries”. Circulating student profiles to teachers and 

asking students at the very beginning to post introductions in class (with an emphasis on what 

experiences they bring to the group) are important starting points. “Teachers are exposed to 

continuing development and review meeting groups after each teaching semester to explore all 

areas of difficulty and for improvement, and cultural issues often form a part of these” (JaN.A.10)   

. 

Also one of the online course students explained that they “...think most talking and 

meeting probably makes cultural communication sometimes a little bit easier because you know 

you don’t have any problem with accent, pronunciation and those kinds of difficulties. Also most 

effective I think Skype groups with friends, classmates and or with other forums” (LeA.S.14). 

In addition, one of the lecturers mentioned the following about chat room and tutorial 

groups, “I think certainly the small kind of online tutorial group is good for this purpose and better 
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and more effective because you can see that it encourages contributing and facilitates participation. 

In some small tutorial classroom environments it might be easier to identify and encourage 

students to participate and make quality contributions. Ask students to follow guidelines about 

online communication and netiquette while posting messages” (JuS.F.1) .   

The second effective cultural practice identified by participants was an e-learning 

environment that had been renovated and was facilitated. 

From this perspective, comments like flexible new services facility, update specific rules 

for more support, renovate virtual environments, provide online facilitators, develop social 

networking applications and facilities, facilities that support the use of Web CT were given by 

participants. In regards to cultural practices, they believed that if the virtual system that users use 

to engage with each other to learn has been facilitated by administrators, this can simplify the 

process of learning. 

One of the participants, a senior lecturer, believed that virtual environments and structures 

need renovating and explained that, “When we think about cultural communication strategies in 

the total online environment, we have to know and renovate virtual environments and problems to 

show the cultural sensitivity in the structure, in the software and hard wares, which I want to say, 

is effective strategy for cultural communication infrastructure” (RoD.F.9). 
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*N=17 

 

One of the administrative staff focused on students’ encouragement saying, “we request 

that online facilitators encourage students to bring examples to the online classroom from their 

own cultural situation/ country of origin or where they are living now. We also ask facilitators to 

provide examples from different parts of the world so that we are not focusing on one particular 

part of the world, and to provide a more inclusive environment. Plans are under way to develop a 

module in cultural competence around Indigenous communities and this is likely to be expanded 

to include cultural competence in general, and we would ask online facilitators to complete this” 

(MeG.A.11). Also a postgraduate of health science discussed new terms of communication and 

believed that “The University unfortunately always focused on the traditional approaches” 

(AnK.S.12).  

Table  6.25  Effective cultural practice  required  in one Faculty in an  Australian  University 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 

Chat room group 

Online tutorial group 

10 58.82 

Virtual tool chat rooms, 

Online multicultural chat rooms 

Online meeting via team work  

Online discussions 

Informal online settings 

Review meeting groups 

Discussion meeting 

Skype groups  

Meeting and discussions group 

 

Facility and renovating e-

environment 

 

Flexible new services facility 

Update specific rules for more support 

6 35.29 

Renovate virtual environments  

Online facilitators  

Develop social networking applications and 

facilities  

Facilities that support the use of Web CT 

Improving training and skills Training improvement plan 1             5.88 
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The third effective cultural practice that was indicated was improving training and skills. 

In this case improvement of training, educational plans and skills could help people’s awareness 

of cultural issues and concerns in students and lecturers as well as administrative staff. 

One of the lecturers believed in human resources development for effective practice and 

said: “We need a parallel strategy; a training improvement plan and also optimally update specific 

rules based on human resources development for more support of cultural communication by 

university” (MiC.F.5). 

 

USA case study  

Table 5.26 displays the effective cultural practices in one faculty in a US university . As 

can be seen in this table, the most frequently cited effective cultural practice was the improvement 

of training and skills (n = 7, 52.84%). Indeed, comments like “human resources development and 

training, sharing and learning one's cultural background competence, education and diversity 

awareness activities and experiences, training to develop cultural awareness, improving cultural 

competence like self-awareness and other-awareness, learning styles and skills and intentional 

cultural communication skills and awareness’’  have all been discussed. 
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*N=13 

 

The majority of comments discuss the need to “develop cultural awareness” for effective 

cultural practice. Comments include: 

“The focus of cultural communication strategies should be on education and diversity 

awareness activities and experiences and I think these strategies are effective for the online 

learning environment” (Hea.S.7). 

“In my opinion it is improving cultural competence like self-awareness and other-

awareness which can be achieved through events like international conferences, workshops and 

seminars” (Roc.S.5). 

 “For cultural communication I think effective strategy is training, to develop cultural 

awareness for students, faculty members and administration, and could involve sharing some 

experiences through blogs or sites or workshops” (Hel.S.6). 

 “Online environment is a rich culture of diverse experiences. By incorporating these 

diversities into real world issues with human resources development and training, everyone gains 

Table 6.26  Effective cultural practice  required  in one Faculty in a USA University 

Theme   Reference Source* Percent 

Improving training and skills 

Human resources development and training 

Sharing and learning one's cultural background 

competence 

Educations and diversity awareness activities and 

experiences  

Training, to develop cultural awareness 

Improving cultural competence like self-

awareness and other-awareness 

Learning styles and skills 

Intentional cultural communication skills and 

awareness  

7 53.84 

Chat room group 

 

 

Meetings - discussion groups 

Asking questions and discussions 

Forums, chat rooms and discussions 

Needs to have some element of real-time 

interaction 

4 30.76 

Facility and renovating e-environment 

 

Increased accessibility options 

Provide tools, facility and examples 
2 15.38 
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knowledge, exposure and awareness of common challenges and solutions as well as areas where 

there are differences” (Nat.F.1). 

 “Effective cultural communication strategies are sharing and training one's cultural 

background competence to bring awareness to the group and classroom” (Dra.S.9). 

Also four people explained that chat room groups like “discussion groups, asking questions 

and discussions forums are effective cultural practice” (30.76%). For more explanation, one of the 

participants, an online teaching instructor, believed that “meetings and chatting with students is 

best strategy for cultural communication” and she explains that she uses “ the example where I say 

to students take the principle you have learned in this class and choose one major topic and explain 

it in the context of your field. I could adapt that to explain some health problem relevant to your 

culture or your community” (Kri.F.2).  Also one of the participants said “The open ended nature 

of many forums, chat rooms and discussions are helpful for bringing out the cultural 

communication strategies in the online environment” (Gha.S.12). One of the participants believes 

that “cultural communication needs to have some element of real-time interaction, whether through 

webinar or chat format.” (Cyn.F.13) 

In addition, two comments explained facilitating and renovating the e-environment like 

“increased accessibility options’’ and “tools and facility’’ as effective cultural practice (15.38%). 

For example a health science e-learning instructional designer commented on this: “Increased 

accessibility options such as alternative formats like full transcripts for recorded materials; 

willingness to explore potential cultural gaps in programming with every new development cycle 

or new target audience repurposing”  (Joe.A.3). Also one of the online students explained: “I think 

it is important to provide examples and guides within the classroom that can apply to a wide 
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multitude of cultures, and also cater to a diversity of learning styles and skills that are dependent 

to existing tools and or creating new facilities” (Isa.S.11). 

 

The results of comparative investigation 

Comparing the results of effective cultural practice required  by participants in both 

countries showed that there are similarities in the expression of themes including chat room groups, 

facilitating and renovating the e-environment and improving training and skills in relation to this 

issue. However, the priority of each theme in the two countries is different. According to Table 

5.27, the first priority of Australians was improving chat room groups, however, the first priority 

of Americans was improving training and skills. The second priority of Australians was facilitating 

and renovating the e-environment but the second priority of Americans was improving chat rooms. 

The last priory of Australians was improving training and skills however, the last priority of 

Americans was facilitating and renovating e-environment. This indicates that the Americans focus 

more on the content (train and improving skills) but the Australians focus on structures of their e-

learning system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.27 Comparative result Based on Effective Cultural Practice Required 

Cultural practice required 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P Require Priority 

Chat room group 58.82 30.76 Similar Different 

Facility and renovating e-environment 35.29 15.38 Similar Different 

Improving training and skills 5.88 53.84 Similar Different 
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Technological issues 

In response to the questions asked about current issues of technology in the Australian and 

American e-learning environment three main themes emerged. Content analysis showed that 

participants highlighted technological infrastructure in the Australian interviews (n=14; 25%), 

which was also the case in the American interviews (n = 11; 29.72%) and the functionality of the 

Australian e-learning system (n = 16; 28.6%), which was also the case regarding the American e-

learning system (n = 13; 35.13%). Also the results indicated that the key technological challenges 

were lack of training and development, old or clunky infrastructure, lack of pedagogy-driven 

design, poor service help-desk and networking and bandwidth issues in participants of one faculty 

in an Australian university responses (n= 26; 46.42%). Technological challenges including lack of 

pedagogy driven design, poor service from the help desk, lack of updates and lack of training and 

development were also indicated in participants of one faculty in an American university responses 

(n= 13; 35.13%). Table 5.28 displays the results. 

*TI N = 14 

 

 

Table 5.28  Participant’s Comments on  Technological Status 

Interview Questions Focused on Participants Theme No. and Percentage 

Current status  

of technological infrastructure 

AUS 

High level 

Moderate 

Low level 

14(25.0) 

USA 
High level 

Moderate 
11(29.72) 

Current status of functionality of 

e-learning system 

AUS High level 

Moderate  

Low level 

16(28.6) 

USA 13(35.13) 

Key technological challenges 

AUS 

Lack of training and development  

Old /clunky infrastructure  

The lack of Pedagogy-driven design 

Poor service help-desk  

Networking and bandwidth issue 

26(46.42) 

USA 

Lack of training and development  

The lack of Pedagogy-driven design 

Poor service help-desk  

Lack of update 

13(35.13) 
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Current status of technology 

Australia case study 

As has been mentioned above, the first technology issue reported by participants of one 

faculty in an Australian university was technological infrastructure (n= 14, 25%). The researcher 

categorized the answers of participants about this issue in three levels of high, moderate and low. 

According to results, it was found that 2 people rated technological infrastructure as good or very 

good (14.28%). For example Paul said “I think that IT facilities and technical infrastructure is 

adequate. Web pages design and helpdesk are cool. Faculty of health sciences technology has 

always stood out in our University for its capability to combine a standard level of network 

innovation with flexibility, simplicity and efficiency”. 

Five participants explained the technology as moderate or adequate or average (35.71%). 

Also seven people (50%) indicated current technological infrastructures as low, old, clunky and 

behind the times (See Table 5.29). To conclude, most participants believed that the current 

technological infrastructure is moderate and low. For example, one of the lecturers explained that 

“although the university may have the latest blackboard system, I am not sure that the staff has 

any idea of the possibilities that exist. What hampers this is the lack of new infrastructure 

particularly portable devices that would enable staff to explore the options outside of their time in 

their office or at their desk. Wireless access on this campus is very patchy for staff, and therefore 

limits portability. I see within one discipline the LMS is being used in a very simple manner” 

(MeR.F.4) . 
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*FESN = 16 

 

Table 5.29 Current status of technology  in one faculty in an Australian university  

Theme Level Reference Source* Percent 

T
ec

h
n

o
lo

g
ic

al
 i

n
fr

as
tr

u
ct

u
re

 

H
ig

h
 l

ev
el

 Good base technology 

2 14.28 
The level of technology and IT services are very good 

M
o
d
er

at
e 

IT facilities and technical infrastructure is adequate. 

Foundation of System is Moderate 

Hardware System building is not at a high level  
Upgrading IT systems is on the process now 

Average level of technical structure  

5 35.71 

L
o

w
 l

ev
el

 

From 1990-ish 

Very old-fashioned 

Faculty has to improve systems and Infrastructure  
Network 

The lack of new infrastructure 

The system is clunky and old-fashioned 

Quite basic and traditional system 

Sydney system is a bit behind the times 

 
7 

 

 
50.00 

 

F
u
n
ct
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n
al
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y

 o
f 

e-
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n
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g
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y
st

em
 

H
ig

h
 l

ev
el

 The latest blackboard system 

2 12.5 
The LMS and system is a very useful specialty network and my 

unikey account  

M
o

d
er

at
e 

Adequate 
Web pages design and helpdesk are cool 

A standard level of network innovation with  flexibility 

Lab platforms and online standards is not at a high level  

A project running with e-learning at the moment 

The blackboard is a little bit difficult with tools and online app  

5 31.25 

 

L
o
w

 l
ev

el
 

Fake and no longer useful for projects 

Crashes or is not accessible 

Many internet wireless black-spots 

Is not enough standard 

Fluid media and some contents are scary 

Online design technology used is not standard 

The learning lab project and online material quality is in the low 
level 

Level of quality and content of design is weak 

The online environment (quizzes. Etc.)Still is at the low level of 

normal 

9 56.25 
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As can be seen, current technological infrastructures are in need of more improvement and 

“it is not of a high enough standard for faculty and as well the faculty has to improve systems and 

Infrastructure Network (IN)” (MiC.F.5). “Upgrading IT systems are on the process now for better 

technical and educational performance. I think that we could definitely improve this, and I have a 

project running with e-learning at the moment to do exactly that. The site being created will 

showcase various technologies available to online teachers, to facilitate the process of them 

incorporating the new approaches into their teaching. At present we are using mainly asynchronous 

discussion as this allows maximum flexibility for the students” (MeG.A.11). 

The same categories were used to record results of participants of one faculty in an 

Australian university in relation to the functionality of the e-learning system. As has been shown 

in Table 4-13, just two people reported the functionality of their e-learning system as high (12.5%). 

As an online postgraduate health science student explained: “Faculty has a good base. The LMS 

and system is a very useful specialty network and my UniKey account has a variety of options like 

eLearning, email, my Uni and Student software” (GuN.S.13). 

With five people indicating functionality as moderate (31.25%) and nine (56%) as low, 

most of the interviewees believe that the system has a low level of functionality. Explanations 

from the interviews include: 

“I think our system is a bit behind the times. From memory, it's far behind my previous 

university, which I attended from 2000-2003. That university even then offered pod cast lectures, 

online tutorials, and online assignment submission for most courses I entered. This university isn't 

really there even now in my experience and the online environment (quizzes etc.) still is at the low 

level of normal” (SuS.S.16). 



 
 

233 
 

 “We use the online blackboard learning system; I think that the blackboard is a little 

difficult with tools and online app sometimes especially the Wait setup. It could probably function 

a little better. They could set up real time systems for presentations, webinars, videos or other 

additional technology that would help especially with complicated topics”(LeA.S.14).  

 “There is a gap between the existing state and the ideal state of affairs and some parts of 

them need to improve. Level of quality and content of design is weak. We need the pedagogical 

design studio based on a design-centred framework” (SoN.S.15). 

 “Quite basic and traditional system frankly, the learning lab project and online material 

quality is in the low level.  There is not good balance between the university brand and the level 

of technology that exists” (AnK.S.12). 

USA case study 

To investigate current technological status the researcher asked two main questions of 

participants of one faculty in an American university  about technological infrastructure and 

functionality of e-learning system. As with the Australian case study the researcher categorized 

the responses into three levels of high, moderate and low. Table 5.30 shows the results. 

The results of this content analysis revealed that most of the participants of one faculty in 

an American university evaluated technological infrastructure at moderate (n= 6; 54.54%) or high 

(n = 5; 45.45%) levels. It is interesting that none of them felt that the technological infrastructure 

warranted a low level response. 
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*TI N = 11 

*FESN = 13 

As can be seen in Table 5.30 the positive responses show that the participants for the most 

part feel that there are excellent facilities that work well and that the educational technology 

application is “very accessible and easy to use” (Hel.S.6). The infrastructure is seen to be a system 

that “is a robust one” (Gha.S.12). 

 

Table 5.30 Current status of technology in one faculty in a USA university 

Theme Level Reference Source* Percent 

T
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H
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h
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ev
el

 Excellent facility with the base tools 

It works well 

Very strong  

The level of technological infrastructure is good 

There is robust system being used 

5 45.45 

M
o
d
er

at
e 

Level of technology is modest 

The current level of technology has improved 

More technology could be incorporated 

Normal but nothing outstanding 

Moderate  infrastructure 

Has been reasonable for school 

6 54.54 

L
o
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el
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Excellent e-learning resourses   

The educational technology application is very accessible and 

easy to use 

Output of e-learning system is very satisfactory 
Good online instructions and tutorial system  

Level used is effective for teaching the material 

The online pages are well organized and excellent  

Using a greater variety of tools to teach  

7 53.85 

M
o

d
er

at
e 

Need for routine updates  

The current level of online system is adequate 

Nothing attractive about the current level 

It works for the purposes and needs of the class 

Modesty 

5 38.46 

L
o

w
 l

ev
el

 Functionality of online program is sub-optimal 

1 7.69 
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Responses within the moderate category included comments that expressed systems that 

work for the needs of the students despite not always being the most up to date. Participants can 

see that more technology could be incorporated but budget constraints aside “it is effective for 

LMS” (Isa.S.11) and that technological modesty “allows us to troubleshoot nearly all student 

issues” (Joe.A.3). 

Results show that the participants evaluated the level of functionality of the e-learning 

system in the following categories: high (n= 7; 53.85%), moderate (n= 5; 38.46%) and low level 

(n= 1; 7.69%). It was felt that there are “excellent resources; materials; applications; good online 

instructions and tutorials” by those who evaluated functionality as high. One of the lecturers with 

more than six online teaching experience explained; “I think we have excellent resourses and 

superbly trained staff because the people who are in the digital learning group are in structural 

design and are web designers. They work very effectively with us and that support is fantastic”.  

“According to the system that has been improved professors are using a greater variety of 

tools to teach the information (videos, audio clips, lectures in print and audio, links to different 

websites). I'm not sure what you could change but I'd be open to trying new things” (Kri.F.2). 

Within the moderate response to functionality, comments were “need for routine updates, 

the current level of online system is adequate, nothing attractive about the current level, it works 

for the purposes and needs” (Nat.F.1). There is acknowledgement that there is room for 

improvement alongside the evaluation of an e-learning system that is functional. (Bri.S.4).  Some 

of the health science e-learning instructors and students highlighted this: “I think it works for the 

purposes and needs of the class, but I don't think it's innovative or using the highest technology 

available through the university” (Roc.S.5). 
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Only one participant evaluated the functionality of the e-learning system at the low level. 

As Table 4-27 shows the participant highlighted the following: “Functionality of the online 

program is sub-optimal. The quality of the tutorials for statistical software was poor and difficult 

to listen to. Timed exam format on Moodle was extremely frustrating to use because navigating 

the site was difficult. In my current class the web links from the lecture slides frequently don't 

work” (Cyn.F.13). 

The results of comparative investigation 

Comparing the results of Australians and Americans about the current status of the 

technology in their e-learning revealed that there are significant differences between the perception 

of participants in the two countries about technological infrastructure. As can be seen in Table 5.31 

participants of one faculty in an American university reported the level of technological 

infrastructure on their e-learning system as high or moderate. From this point of view none of the 

Americans evaluated this issue as low level. On the other hand the majority of Australians believed 

that the current status of technological infrastructure is low or moderate and only a minority of 

them believed that the level of technology in the Australian e-learning system is high. 

 

 

 

 

The same pattern can be seen in the evaluation of Americans and Australians about 

functionality of the e-learning system in both countries. As can be seen in Table 5.32 the majority 

of Americans reported that the functionality of the e-learning system is high or moderate however, 

the majority of Australians reported this factor as low or moderate. 

 

Table 5.31 Comparative result Based on Technological infrastructure  

Technological infrastructure 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS  P USA P Level Priority 

High level 14.28 45.45 Different Different 

Moderate 35.71 54.54 Different Different 

Low level 50.00 0 Different Different 



 
 

237 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Key technological challenges of e-learning 

Australia case study 

The second question to enquire into current technological issues was about current e-

learning challenges. In this case five main themes were highlighted from Australian participants’ 

responses namely lack of training and development (n = 8; 30.76%), old or clunky infrastructure 

(n = 7; 26.92%), lack of pedagogy driven design (n = 5, 19.23%), poor service help-desk (n = 3; 

11.53) and networking and band width issues (n = 3; 11.53%). Table 5.33 shows the results. For 

example one of the participants claimed several challenges and said “I have found out that there is 

some sort of challenge with technology, infrastructure and networking services. There was a quiet 

system some time ago that made interrupts on my courses. The other one is that the IT 

infrastructure was not sufficient to engage with the faculty. One more thing is the lack of plans as 

to how to use technology for staff and students in the faculty. I had experience previously that the 

design of technology is based on the technology driven design approach and it is not based on the 

pedagogy-driven design for online learning environment” (JuS.F.1) . 

The first challenge indicated by participants was lack of training and development of 

educational programs and courses. From this perspective it has been shown that lecturers and 

administrative staff do not have enough knowledge to improve their skills and abilities to supply, 

develop and progress the educational e-learning system. Two of the main comments of participants 

were: 

Table 5.32 Comparative result Based on Functionality of e-learning system 

Functionality of e-learning system 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS USA Level Priority 

High level 12.5 53.85 Different Different 

Moderate 31.25 38.46 Similar Similar 

Low level 56.25 7.69 Different Different 
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 “…faculty should set up a short course to improve the online and technical skills and 

ensure basic training for new and inexperienced staff and also new students; alongside lack of 

innovation and update with new practices and skills as well as clearly linking pedagogy with e-

learning practice” (KaR.F.2). 

 “Resources in terms of staff who could be given more time to become familiar with the 

technologies and then facilitate the process of the technologies being adopted in various units of 

study” (MeG.A.11).  

The second challenge that technological issues face in the e-learning system is old 

infrastructure. In this case, comments like “IT infrastructure was not sufficient to engage with the 

faculty; lack of innovation and update with new practices and system; reliability of equipment and 

existing infrastructure; the reliability of Blackboard infrastructure and the Blackboard is clunky 

and slow to use” have been articulated. A lecturer of occupational therapy stated, “I can't believe 

I've come to a university with the reputation it has. To be tied to my desk without any new system 

with a big HD, a small monitor, no laptop, no tablets or iPods or other portable devices; and no 

easy access to good videoconferencing facilities on my campus, working with colleagues who still 

bring pen and paper to their meetings. My previous academic employer was much smaller, with a 

much smaller overall budget, yet technologically is far better equipped to meet the challenges of 

educating the 21st century learner” (MeR.F.4). Also one of the postgraduate students stated, 

“Always I have big challenges with the e-learning system. A key challenge is Blackboard. It is 

clunky and slow to use” (AnK.S.12) . 

The third challenge indicated by respondents was the lack of pedagogy driven design. 

Specifically, participants claimed that the focus of their e-learning educational system is more on 

technology rather than pedagogy. Indeed, emphasis on attractive design format and visual content 
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rather than the quality of pedagogy has been mentioned as an issue. For example one of the 

participants said: “I had experience previously that the design of technology is based on the 

technology driven design approach and it is not based on the pedagogy-driven design for online 

learning environment” (JuS.F.1) .   

 A lecturer of an online health course believes that it is time that the focus was on the 

quality of pedagogy and explained that it is “time to develop quality of learning and pedagogical 

design”, and that this “is the biggest challenge. It takes more effort and time to develop quality 

online learning experiences. To do it well requires time” (MiC.F.5). 

*N= 26 

Table 5.33 Key technological challenges in one Faculty in an  Australian University 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 
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The lack of plans as to how to use technology  

8 30.76 

Short course to improve the online and technical skills  

Knowing how to use some of the e-learning elements 

Time to learn and staff development  

Training staff 

Lack of knowledge about how and what online learning can offer 

Training and development skill of new technology  

Familiar with the technologies and then facilitate the process 
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The IT infrastructure was not sufficient to engage with the faculty 

7 26.92 

Lack of innovation and update with new practices and system 

Reliability of equipment and existing Infrastructure 

Without any new system with a big HD 

The reliability of Blackboard infrastructure 

Blackboard is clunky and slow to use. 

Breakdown of Technical Infrastructure 
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 It is not based on the Pedagogy-driven design 

5 19.23 

Linking pedagogy with e-learning practice 

Develop quality of learning 

The content design of instruction in Blackboard  

Lack of presence of the design of the module-integrated 
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 ICT service reply and help-desk feedback on problems 

3 11.53 No facilities and supports  

Help desk services 

N
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o
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e No easy access to good videoconferencing facilities 

3 11.53 Bandwidth and wireless issues for remote locations 

Security access to the online courses and LMS Limitations 
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A student of online learning with experience in five courses claimed that there is a lack of 

presence within the design of e-learning modules which could lead to students being put off from 

using such technology (SoN.S.15). 

A poor service help desk was the fourth technological challenge that was indicated. In this 

case participants believed that there are not enough facilities to support suppliers in virtual systems 

to help them, to ask questions or to solve problems. For example two of the main comments of 

participants were: “….ICT service reply and help-desk feedback on problems which is very poor 

and sometimes wrong” (AnK.S.12). Another said that there were “no facilities and supports for 

real time communication and educational research. Because when we have complicated topics and 

questions and when we have to write down the questions and then wait two days for someone to 

write the answer back, it doesn't work” (LeA.S.14). 

The last challenge shown by participants was poor networking and low band width issues 

which is simply about the weak management of the e-learning system. One of the participants, an 

administrator who supports students, said, “We also have to be aware of bandwidth and wireless 

issues for remote locations” (JaN.A.10) and one of the postgraduates in health sciences sees issues 

with security regarding access to the online courses and LMS: “In my opinion the key challenge 

is security access to the online courses and LMS limitations, to prevent people who are not enrolled 

in Units of Study from accessing Units of Study discussions and assessments” (GuN.S.13).  

USA case study 

Research into the key technological challenges of e-learning in USA revealed four main 

themes: a lack of pedagogy driven design, poor service help desk, lack of updates and lack of 

training and development. Table 5.34 shows these results 
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Glossy technologies without attention to solid pedagogical purpose, inflexibility within the 

design of LMS, which highlights technology more than pedagogy, have been mentioned as 

elements of the lack of pedagogy driven design (n = 4; 30.76%). While it is great to have the latest 

technologies, budgets do not stretch to cover production costs and do not consider return on 

investment in regards to the number of students who may use these technologies (Joe.A.3). Even 

with all of these factors being considered often there is little thought to whether a technology serves 

the content, with transfer of knowledge being the objective (Isa.S.11). 

In terms of support of the e-learner, the research highlighted that help from the service help 

desk is poor (n = 4; 30.76%) with a need for technological support required. “E-learning practice 

is not helped when some platforms are not supported by some major browsers” (Yin.S.10) was 

one comment along with “the lack of updates to content to ensure that it is relevant” (Hel.S.6). 

It can be seen from comments made by participants that “lecturers need to monitor and 

respond to questions and concerns of their students” (Han.S.8). Others explained: “From my 

experience so far it's more the individual instructor's use of the technology that's problematic”. 

 “Web links don't function and it is far too common for typos to obscure content also links 

and app not working or not updated. Presentations are not updated from one semester to another, 

rendering assignments unclear” (Cyn.F.13).  

Participants of one faculty in an American university also indicated that e-learning system 

tools, applications and URL links are not up to date (n = 3; 23.07%). Sometimes lecturers fit the 

students to the tool they wish to use rather than using tools that will effectively communicate the 

course content, with one participant noting his particular difficulty: “Deciding what is the "tool of 

the day" to meet all the students when our students represent such a wide diversity in age, 

geographical location and access to technology” (Nat.F.1). 
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Training and development is the last theme within technological challenges highlighted in 

the American research. It seems that the faculty environment like services, tools and utilities 

doesn’t protect online programs and that administrators need to learn more about help-desk 

services and the e-learning system (n = 2; 15.38%). 

 

*N= 13 

 

Regarding challenges of lack of training, one of the lecturers believes that; “there are two 

key technological challenges: 1- It is hard when we change platforms. It’s a lot of work to shift to 

 Table 5.34 Key technological challenges in one Faculty in a USA University 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 
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Glossy technologies and forget that faculty must serve a solid pedagogical 

purpose 

Design of LMS is not instructional flexible enough 

Technology is very highlighted and curriculum content and instructional 

quality is poor 

Focused on using flashy technology than on learning the material  
4 30.76 
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The non-support of certain major browsers by Moodle 

Not monitoring and support discussion boards or not replying to comments 

mand any help 

Help desk technological support is one of the main issues in public health 

school 

Without additional contact with the professor or teaching assistant 

 

4 30.76 
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e Tool of the day is not updated with new application versions  

Links and app not working or not updated 

3 23.07 
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Faculty who don’t understand online teaching and it’s difficult to dispel the 

methods about teaching. 

 

Administrative staff and help desk services who don’t understand something 

about e-learning systems. 

 

2 15.38 
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new platforms without any training, like converting from WebCT to Moodle. 2- More than that I 

found challenges to communicate to faculty who don’t understand online teaching and it’s difficult 

to dispel the methods about teaching” (Kri.F.2). 

Also one of the online students added: “One of the challenges is about administrative staff and 

help desk services who don’t understand something about e-learning systems” (Hea.S.7) .  

Surprisingly there were no comments about old or clunky infrastructure, networking and band 

width issue. 

The results of comparative investigation 

There are similarities and differences between Australia and America in terms of key 

technological challenges. As can be seen in Table 5.35, the similarities of both countries were lack 

of training, lack of pedagogy-driven design, and poor service help desk. However, the primary key 

technological challenge reported by Australians was lack of training and development of e-

learning system, whereas the primary key technological challenges in America were lack of 

pedagogy driven design and poor service help-desk. The second key technological challenge for 

Australians was the presence of old or clunky infrastructure however, this issue was not reported 

by Americans. As has been shown previously this may be because the infrastructure of e-learning 

in America is more advanced. In contrast, the second key technological challenge in America was 

lack of updating the e-learning system. This theme was not mentioned by Australians. The third 

key technological challenges in Australia were poor service help desk and networking and 

bandwidth issue equally. Interestingly, weakness of networking and bandwidth was not mentioned 

by Americans. The last key technological challenge in America was lack of training and 

development, which was the first key technological challenge for Australia. 
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Best aspects of the e-learning environment and areas that need improvement  

The last issue that the investigation focused on was the best aspects of e-learning and the 

challenges faced which, if addressed, could lead to an improved system. To obtain this information 

two main questions were asked: what are the best aspects of e-learning and what needs to improve 

in the e-learning system. Table 5.36 shows the results. 

 

As is illustrated in Table 5.36, four main themes emerged from the responses of participants 

of one faculty in an Australian university to the first question. Flexibility, collaborative problem 

Table 5.35 Comparative result Based on key technological challenges 

Key technological challenges 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P challenge Priority 

Lack of training and development 30.76 15.38 Similar Different 

Old /clunky infrastructure 26.92 0 Different Different 

The lack of Pedagogy-driven design 19.23 30.76 Similar Different 

Poor service help-desk 11.53 30.76 Similar Different 

Networking and bandwidth issue 11.53 0 Different Different 

lack of update 0 23.07 Different Different 

Table 5.36 Participant’s Comments on Best Aspects and Need Improvement 

Interview Questions Focused on Participants Theme No. and Percentage 

Best aspects of e-learning 

AUS 

Flexibility 

Collaborative problem solving 

Accessibility 

Self- efficacy environment 

26(50.98) 

USA 

Flexibility 

Accessibility 

Self- efficacy environment 

Minimum costs 

18(54.55) 

Need improvement of  

e-learning 

AUS 

Faculty policies and procedures 

The quality of materials used 

LMS design and implementation 

Empowerment of staff 

Online support assistance 

25(49.02) 

USA 

Faculty policies and procedures 
The quality of materials used 

LMS design and implementation 

Online support assistance 

15(45.45) 
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solving, accessibility and self-efficacy environment were all mentioned by interviewees as the best 

aspects of their e-learning system (n = 26; 50.98%). 

The Australian answers to the second question have been categorized into five main 

themes. The need for improvement covered faculty policies and procedures and the quality of 

materials that are used in e-learning system in regards to pedagogy. LMS design, implementation 

and empowerment of staff and online support assistance emerged as areas that need review and 

change in the technological side of the e-learning system (25; 49.02%).  

On the other hand in the USA sample as can be seen in Table 4-29, the best aspects of e-

learning were flexibility, accessibility, self-efficacy environment and minimum costs (n = 18; 

54.55%). For example one of the participants noted several factors as best aspects of her e-learning 

program and highlighted this: “I appreciate the flexibility of being able to work full time and still 

continue my education. I also appreciate the diversity of my fellow students. In each of my classes, 

students have participated and been accessed from across the country and around the world, and I 

feel that enriches the educational experience” (Cyn.F.13). 

In terms of areas that need attention research shows that faculty policies and procedures, 

the quality of materials, LMS design and implementation and online support assistance need 

improvement (n = 15; 45.45%). 

Best aspects of e-learning  

Australia case study 

As can be seen in Table 5.37, the best aspect of e-learning with the highest frequency of 

comments belonged to the flexibility of the e-learning educational system in Australia (n = 10; 

38.46%). In this case flexibility of time, location, courses that people are interested to attend and 

learning opportunities for both students and academic staffs have been indicated by participants. 
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JuS.F.1 said “Students don’t need to be on campus; they can work at their own convenient time. 

One of things that I found was e-learning from the first year was moderated flexibly by the few 

working academics in these kinds of situation, which was the best aspect of the online program”. 

Also one of the admins of e-learning explained that “flexibility for postgraduate full-time 

professionals with high level of teacher/peer interaction maximizes learning opportunities and 

retention” (JaN.A.10) .  

In addition to this a student with the health e-learning system claimed to “not having to 

waste time and money getting to and from class” and explained that “there is flexibility around 

time of attendance with online classes, ability to be travelling far from Sydney while still engaging 

in class and also the ability to learn about the experience of others in faraway places because they 

also do not need to be in situ to 'attend'” (SuS.S.16). 

The second aspect that has been defined in terms of best practice was collaborative problem 

solving (n = 7; 26.92%).  

It was mentioned that the collaborative environment of e-learning encourages people to 

share their ideas and findings which in turn leads to progress in the science field.  Two of the senior 

lecturers noted: “… The other thing is practical application in the health sciences is based on 

problem solving with engaging which is solution-oriented” (MaR.F.3) and “it is an approach for 

sharing and finding new ideas” (JuS.F.1).    

According to comments “the students are finally being encouraged to engage and work 

together in the LMS” and a collaborative environment is “created online whereby students can 

discuss issues amongst themselves with a content expert facilitating the discussion” (MeR.F.4) 

and also “sharing experience and ideas are a fantastic aspect of studying with online units, that 

allows you to be precisely who you need to be in that moment” (SoN.S.15). 
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Following on from this, the third best aspect of e-learning has been defined as accessibility 

of e-learning sources (n = 5; 19.23%). Specifically the participants believed that easy and quick 

accessibility to resources and materials as well as conversations between students, lecturers and 

administrative staff including webinars between lecturers and students while they are overseas is 

one of the great aspects in an e-learning educational system. Typical explanations from discussions 

stretch from: “A range of learning resources available for students and staff are the best aspects of 

an online program” (MiC.F.5) to “the best aspect is easy access to important material such as texts” 

(Rod.F.9). 

The last aspect that participants felt should be included in best practices of e-learning 

environments is self-efficacy (n = 4; 15.38%).  

Improving self-efficacy via the process of learning in the e-learning system was highlighted 

by participants. “Letting people set their own schedules with high self-efficacy. Not having to give 

boring big lectures” (RoB.F.8) to “in my online teaching programs I think the best aspects are self-

paced and organized multimedia” (PaU.F.7).  

According to this, some of the participants believed that engaging with the e-learning 

system helped them to improve their self-confidence in regards to selecting tools for their learning 

as well as self-management, organization and engagement in the learning process.  
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*N= 26 

 

USA case study 

According to American participants’ results as has been shown in Table 5.38, the first best 

aspect of e-learning was flexibility (n = 10; 55.50%).  

Flexibility in the learning environment and flexibility in regards to time within the e-

learning environment has been mentioned by interviewees. Based on the significance of flexibility 

in the e-learning environment for the interviewees, we can see that it is important as “flexibility in 

 

Table 5.37 Best aspects of e-learning  in one Faculty in an Australian University 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 
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 Moderated flexibility by the few working academics 

10 38.46 

There is flexibility for staff and students 

The flexible time  

Providing learning opportunities to people who can't attend campus 

Flexibility for postgraduate full-time professionals 

The high levels of flexibility  

Flexibility in time and space is highlighted 

 Flexibility of study and the subjects learned based on interest 

Flexible delivery 

There is flexibility around time of attendance with online classes 
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Very collaborative approach for sharing and finding new idea 

7 26.92 

Practical application in the health sciences is based on problem solving with 

engaging. 

The students are finally being encouraged to engage and work together in 

the LMS 

Available tools and a supportive system for students that they work together. 

Improved communication and collaboration with students 

A collaborative environment 

Sharing experience and ideas are a fantastic aspect of studying 

A
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b
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y
 Capacity to integrate and access a range of materials 

5 19.23 

Learning resources available for students and staff 

Immediately viewable and am able to discuss with students in forums. 

Easy access to important material 

Access online resources, online conversation and webinar  
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t Communications, cognitive socially and present on focus of self. 

4 15.38 

Self-paced and organised multimedia 

Own schedules with high self-efficacy 

Self-efficacy and organizing  
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the learning and teaching process (including materials, resourses, assessments and methods) 

shrinks the world to a more knowable, flexible and understandable size” and so “different skills 

and learning styles can be utilized” (Kri.F.2).  

Another noted that they had “online courses previously, rather than this online semester so 

I want to say that it is very flexible environment for teamwork and assignments” (Hel.S.6). 

In addition some of the participants focused on flexibility in regards to time with responses 

from research highlighting the elimination of travel time (Hea.S.7) and ability to be studying from 

any location (Han.S.8), along with how a student can schedule their own time around work and 

family commitments.  

“Flexibility with regards to my other commitments - I can work on assignments on 

weekends when I don't have work. It allows me to work at my own pace…” (Yin.S.10). There is 

also the “fantastic benefit of being able to go back and listen to lectures” (Roc.S.5). “It is flexible 

for the professional and mature students. Online courses are an excellent way for completing 

course work especially on part time basis” (Gha.S.12). 

The second best aspect of e-learning has been explained as accessibility (n = 6; 33.33%). 

Easy access to online courses and materials, forums and discussion groups has been indicated. For 

example one of the health science e-learning designers commented on this: “Online courses 

provide wide access to traditional and non-traditional students; local and international. They also 

provide twenty-four seven easy access, although this raises questions about student support” 

(Joe.A.3). 
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One of the occupational therapy students with over six online course experience believes 

that “I am able to work when it fits into my schedule and have access to the forums 24/7 to discuss 

the class with other students and the instructors” (Dra.S.9). “Also there is the “ability to convey 

the materials to a large audience as well as instructors from across the country/world” (Isa.S.11). 

The third best aspect of e-learning in American research was a self-efficacy environment 

(n = 1; 5.55%). Self-problem solving and constructive learning has been indicated in this case with 

one of the students saying “….I also like the fact that online learning allows for immediate 

correction and response to quiz/test questions and solving the problem by myself without the need 

for instructors to correct the assignment” (Isa.S.11). 

The last best aspect of e-learning was minimum costs of e-learning (n = 1; 5.55%) in 

comparison to traditional face to face learning.  

As a health science e-learning instructor commented on this: “Tuition at this university 

remains one of the lowest of the top-ranked schools of public health and great exposure at 

minimum costs with e-learning courses in Biostatistics, Epidemiology & Community Health, and 

Health Policy & Management and Environmental Health Sciences area.  

Also the school of public health has a range from online short courses trainings to offering 

CEUs (Continuing Education) for free” (Nat.F.1) . 
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*N= 18 

 

 

The results of comparative investigation 

As can be seen in Table 5.39 our enquiry into the best aspects of e-learning in both countries 

revealed that the primary best aspect was flexibility of the e-learning system. The theme of 

collaborative problem solving was mentioned as the second best aspect in just Australia. 

Accessibility of the e-learning system was mentioned in both countries as one of the best aspects 

of e-learning. According to results America provides better accessibility than Australia. The next 

 

Table 5.38 Best aspects of e-learning in one Faculty in a USA University 

Theme Reference Source* Percent 
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Flexibility in the learning and teaching process  

Knowable and flexible" and understandable size 

Flexibility and eliminating travel to campus, 

Very flexible  

Time flexibility and also being able to go back and listen to lectures 

Flexible time  

The flexibility for the professional and mature students 

It's somewhat flexible  

Flexibility 

The flexibility of being able to work full time 

10 55.50 
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Greater access for students 

Online courses provide wide access  
Have access to the forums 24/7 to discuss the class  

Access the database 

Ability to convey the material to a large audience 

students have been participated and accessed  from across the country 

and around the world 

6 33.33 

S
el

f-
 e

ff
ic

ac
y
 

en
v

ir
o

n
m

en
t 

Solving the problem by myself  without the need for instructors 
 

 

1 5.55 
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Great exposure at minimum costs 1 5.55 
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best aspect of e-learning belonged to a self-efficacy environment and it seems that Australia 

provided this theme better than America. The last best aspect that was only reported by Americans 

was minimum costs. This theme was not reported in Australia.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Areas that need improvement within the e-learning environment 

Australia case study 

The last theme investigated in this research program concerned the aspects which need to 

improve for the future. From this perspective, according to Australian interview results there were 

five main themes: faculty policies and procedures (n = 7; 28%); the quality of materials used (n = 

5; 20%); LMS design and implementation (n = 5; 20%); empowerment of staff (n = 4; 16%) and 

online support assistance (n = 4; 16%). Table 5.40 further illustrates these results. 

Concerning the first of these aspects, participants believe that faculty policies and 

procedures need more time invested in them in regards to new principles and strategies, and 

resources and courses for the online system. For example one of the administration and student 

coordinators stated, “we have regular meetings in every semester in the Uni where we find during 

these meetings some sort of problem related to learning. I think one of the most important 

challenges of e-learning practice is strategic use of new multimedia tools and lack of new 

procedures and rules” (JaN.A.10). 

Table 5.39 The comparative result Based on Best aspects of e-learning 

Best aspects of e-learning 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P USA P Best aspects Priority 

Flexibility 38.46 55.50 Similar Similar 

Collaborative problem solving 26.92 0 Different Different 

Accessibility 19.23 33.33 Similar Different 

Self- efficacy environment 15.38 5.55 Similar Different 

Minimum costs 0 5.55 Different Different 
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Issues in relation to online security have also been highlighted by a health science 

postgraduate who said that the “faculty have to provide new and strong policies for security to 

restrict access to Units of Study only to enrolled students, University administrators and 

facilitators” (GuN.S.13). Other comments also focused on specific policies that need improvement 

such as increasing the number of online courses offered: “this University could extend its e-

learning programs further ...to more classes to policies of increasing online courses. I had to take 

time out of my work day to attend two (undergraduate) units that could have easily been delivered 

online” (SuS.S.16). 

*N= 25 

 

Table 5.40 Areas that need improvement within the e-learning environment in one faculty in an Australian 

university  

Theme Reference Source* Percent 
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Faculty need time for new procedures 

7 28.00 

Protocols and policies that look for how to make it better 

Strategic use of new multimedia tools and lack of new 

procedures and rules 

Faculty have to provide new and strong policies for Security 

Change and modify organisational structure and process 

Policies of increasing online courses 

Lack of practical approaches for new educational sittings like e-

research 
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 We need to support quality of discussion board content 

5 20.00 

Linking pedagogy and quality of practice 

Provide more effective resources and content  

 Innovative online pedagogical curriculum 

Effective presentation of learning material 
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 The design, format and some apps need to improve 

5 20.00 
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IT assistance is lacking in certain areas 

Faster feedback 



 
 

254 
 

Some of the comments were focused on the procedures that need to change and be modified 

for example:  “The faculty needs to change procedures to play around with available tools and 

consider which ones will be most effective for them and the achievement of learning outcomes” 

(MiC.F.5). Another thought that modification of the organizational structure was needed for “more 

interaction plus effective presentation of learning material” (SoN.S.15). 

The second need illustrated by interviewees was better quality of materials used in the e-learning 

educational system. It has been mentioned that quality of the content, materials and resources that 

have been presented as curriculum should be improved, linking pedagogy and quality of practice, 

and faculty needing to support the quality of discussion board content.  

For example one of the administrators noted, “I think we need to be moving into how to 

implement new-technological content and design, which we are planning to do from next year 

onwards. We could provide more effective resources and content of pedagogy for those who like 

to approach study from different angles- so videos to better explain concepts, real-time linkups at 

times, to talk to fellow students and teachers and cover key concepts. Involving students even 

further in terms of obtaining feedback- the ITL surveys at times seem to give limited open 

responses” (MeG.A.11). 

The third aspect that respondents felt should be improved is the technological side of e-

learning, with improvements made to the LMS design and implementation. For example some 

typical explanations and comments reflected these issues: “The design, format and some apps and 

LMS need to improve” (JuS.F.1) . Issues of usability have surfaced: “Usually I have issues with 

the user-friendliness of the LMS. E-learning and ICT should modify some systems also I think 

about lack of practical approaches for new educational sittings like e-research and blackboard 

system design” (PaU.F.7) . 
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The fourth aspect that needs improvement is staff empowerment. Training for all staff 

whether it is administrative or academic in the most up to date technology has been highlighted. 

In this case strength of staff in both technology and pedagogy needs to improve. For example, one 

of the lecturers believes that something needs to improve to “ensure students develop the skills to 

be e-learners and ensure staff has the opportunities to up skill their knowledge of e-learning” 

(MeR.F.4). A health postgraduate student explained that the “faculty need educational 

empowerment of staff, I think of the poor background of teachers/facilitators because some of 

them don’t have professional experience with e-learning apps and innovative online pedagogical 

curriculum” which impacts the professional reputation of higher education institutions 

(AnK.S.12). 

The last aspect identified as being in need of improvement was online support assistance. 

Participants claimed that support in both technical and pedagogical aspects should be improved. 

One felt that “…creating a sense of shared learning in the students via educational and technical 

online assistance” was needed as “the big plus of face-to-face is students informally helping, and 

learning from each other. It's important to recreate the informal learning environment online” 

(RoB.F.8). While another commented about the lack of IT assistance in “certain areas such as 

lecture recording and other on line activities. More assistance with Turnitin (Internet-based 

plagiarism-prevention service) is needed etc.” (RoD.F.9).  

In conclusion we can see from the above that while responses showed that there were great 

aspects to e-learning in both pedagogy and the technology of the system, there are still 

improvements that need to be addressed for e-learning to move forward within one faculty in an 

Australian university. 
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USA case study 

Table 5.41 displays the areas that need improvement in e-learning in the USA sample. 

Based on this table, the first area that needs to improve concerns faculty policies and procedures 

(n = 6; 40%). In this case some of the participants discuss resources and funding policies for the 

development of online course systems. For example one of the administrative staff, an instructional 

designer/developer, stated, “Online learning can be very easily scaled up, but if done right, it’s 

very expensive to develop. There needs to be more business discussion about resources and 

funding policies for development of online courses. What should the average course cost in terms 

of staff time, etc.? What is too much? What is too little? The variables of online course 

development and newness of the practice don’t provide a lot of good answers on this ” (Joe.A.3). 

Also some of the participants cited learning process and strategies relating to teachers, 

students and the online classroom as areas that they feel need to improve. Consistency by teachers 

within their subject was highlighted: “It is always more tough doing online classes because you 

aren't in class to ask questions, so if teachers could keep it consistent that'd be best and the school 

should change some roles” (Bri.S.4). There were also concerns about redundancies in the materials 

and sources and “assignments that are more time consuming and do not add much value to the 

course” (Gha.S.12). Another participant felt that “the school needs to review the strategies for 

more engaged teachers in touch with the virtual world inside the online classroom. Professors need 

to take into account the real, logistical issues their students may have with collaborating and 

meeting goals ” (Yin.S.10). 

The second area that neds improvement indicated by interviewees was the quality of 

materials (n = 5; 33.33%).  In fact some of the participants believed that the school of public health 

has to improve the quality of applications and materials of courses, and also the quality of the way 
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lectures are recorded and viewed. Every teacher seems to use different software, and the quality 

of some of them is poor. For example some of the students’ and lecturers’ notes from this 

discussion express this: “I have concerns about the quality of videos; some of them are not so 

good. I think it would be better if we could use some animation programs and some 3D for online 

practice ” (Hel.S.6). “Too much reliance on discussion boards. I realize that's how professors know 

you are engaging with the material, but it gets old contents! ” (Han.S.8). “The group projects seem 

random and more designed for the ease of instructors than for the benefit of students. There needs 

to be a higher standard for proof reading materials and being sure that links are functional. For 

example, in my biostatistics class there were often misprints in equations. For a beginning student, 

it was impossible for me to catch this type of mistake, leading to confusion and frustration ” (Cyn. 

F.13). “Incorporating current events in a timelier manner. Classes are prepared well ahead of 

sessions. So if there is a current foodborne outbreak and the class is working on a module dealing 

with air quality, students are not interested in looking back to food safety issues if that module has 

already been dealt with ” (Nat.F.1). 

On the other hand, some of participants concerned about quality of learning as their first 

priority felt that there is no clear pedagogical vision for online content during discussion. 

Participants impressed that the course content is just cobbled together to meet requirements. A 

representative comment was: 

“I think that it is important to not let technology get in the way of learning. It is important 

that learning the material is the first priority. I also think that a somewhat unexplored option for 

online learning is to provide a "create your own adventure" format to learning where students could 

focus their attention on aspects of the class that are more difficult to them, or they find more useful. 

Just spitballing here, but theoretically an instructor could create a class that is broad in theory, but 
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has multiple tracks that a student could take that would result in them learning information that is 

most applicable to their chosen career or area of interest ” (Isa.S.11). 

The third area that needs improvement was LMS design and implementation like 

modification of the application process, adding video or chat tools to the e-learning system (n = 2; 

13.33%). For example, the participants explained why they think these are necessary: “We could 

include video chat tools within LMS. The video chat is really useful and necessary for improving 

learning skills, and good understanding as well as to access communication and discussion 

between students (Hea.S.7).  Another felt that “online learning allows me to wait until the day an 

assignment is due before starting any of the lectures. So we must modify some app process and 

add some tools and or process for online units ” (Dra.S.9).  

The last area indicated that needs to be improved is online support assistance. Interviewees 

want the quality and quantity of help support in the problem solving system to be improved (n = 

2; 13.33%). For instance, one of the administrative staff said, “Online learning happens 24/7. Our 

office is not staffed 24/7, but often, I feel compelled to answer student, faculty and staff requests 

outside of office hours because these requests couldn’t be handled by the limited after-hours help 

support available” (Joe.A.3). Also one of the health science e-learning instructors commented on 

needing “the opportunity for discussion in small groups between the instructor and the students for 

support and problem solving. We need to be able to have conversations and think and talk about 

the complexities of the issues and that’s hard when all we are doing is reading on the discussion 

boards and supportive services. I lost my voice by going online and it was really good when I was 

given the recorded lectures. I want to be able to speak more with students and it’s not so easy to 

right now (Kri.F.2) . 
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*N= 15 

 

The results of comparative investigation   

As can be seen in Table 5.42, comparing the issue of need for improvement showed that in 

both countries the first priority that needs to improve belonged to faculty policies and procedures. 

The second priority of both countries was in relation to the quality of materials that are used in the 

e-learning system. To continue, the third priority in both countries belonged to improvement on 

LMS design and implementation. This factor was highlighted more by Australians (20%) than 

Americans (13.33%). Surprisingly only Australians claimed empowerment of staff; this issue had 

Table 5.41 Areas that need improvement within the e-learning environment in  one faculty in a US university 
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no concern in America. The last priority of both countries was about the online support assistance; 

the need to improve this was higher in Australia than America.  

 

The following chapter contains a general discussion and conclusion and looks at the key 

findings of the three studies. It then discusses the  limitations, and makes suggestions for future 

studies.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.42 The Comparative result Based on Need Improvement 

Areas that need improvement 
Percentage of Comments Comparison based on 

AUS P* USA P Need to improvement Priority 

Faculty policies and procedures 28.00 40.00 Similar Similar 

The quality of materials used 20.00 33.33 Similar Similar 

LMS design and implementation 20.00 13.33 Similar Different 

Empowerment of staff 16.00 0 Different Different 

Online support assistance 16.00 13.33 Similar Different 

*Participants     
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CHAPTER 6 : Conclusions 

Introduction  

This chapter brings together the key findings of Chapters 3, 4 and 5 based on the aims and 

questions of this research. The main aim of the research study was to make a comparison of the 

dominant cultural dimensions, the current status of e-practices and current issues and problems 

between an Australian university and an American university that will ultimately improve the 

quality of e-learning programs in Australian and American universities. To reach this aim the 

researcher asked three main questions namely: 

1-What are the dominant cultural dimensions of e-learning practice in an Australian and an 

American university? 

2-What are the current status of e-learning practices in an Australian and an American 

university? 

3-What are the dominant issues of e-learning practices in an Australian and an American 

university? 

For each of the research questions, a summary of the research results, together with 

limitations and suggestions for future studies will be discussed separately in the following. 

 

What are the dominant cultural dimensions of e-learning practice in an Australian and an 

American university? 

As explained in the results, the cultural dimensions have been measured by 9 main factors 

and 21 questions with two orientations of instructivism and constructivism. To contribute a broader 

understanding of the similarities and differences of cultural dimensions between Australian and 
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American participants, comparative results have been reported based on their academic position 

in e-learning systems.  

Comparative results with respect to the educational paradigm, which have been reported 

based on academic position, showed that the majority of Australian students described the system 

as sharply focused and towards instructivism which has been illustrated as being sharply focused 

on learning objectives for knowledge acquisition. However, the majority of American students 

described the system as unfocussed. Both Australian and American lecturers’ perspectives on 

learning approaches were sharply focused through instructivism. Surprisingly, the majority of 

Australian administrative staff described the system as constructivism but the majority of 

American administrative staffs’ perspective was toward instructivisim. Therefore, as can be seen 

in  Table 6.1, the lecturers and students in Australia described learning objectives, path to learn 

and the approach of assessment, with a sharply focused learning dimension and predetermined 

goals rather than unfocused learning goals but the administrative staff, in contrast, described 

unfocused learning goals, approaches and assessment. On the other hand, the results of the 

participants of one faculty in an American university showed that the American lecturers and 

administrative staffs’ ideas about the educational paradigm were towards instructivism, the same 

as the Australian lecturers. This result was mainly consistent with Morris’ (2009), Washburn’s 

(2012), and Gamble’s (2009) results which showed the U.S. participants described the system as 

a structured learning plan where the goals, schedule, path and assessment were focused. However, 

in this study it has been found that the American students described the system as unfocused. This 

difference between the result in this project and other past research may be due to the fact that 

during the years from 2009 to 2015, the accessibility, method and procedures of e-learning have 

progressed. The fact that the science of e-learning in both technology and content has been 
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enhanced may cause the perspective of American students to have changed from instructivism to 

constructivism.  

Finally according to the results, it seems that the dominant aspect of Australian 

participants’ descriptions was toward sharply focused on the educational paradigm. However, 

American participants’ descriptions were placed more between the two dimensions regarding both 

the educational paradigm and learning approaches. This result was consistent with Edmondson’s 

(2004) result that showed the American group described a structured learning plan where the goals, 

schedule, path and assessment were between a focused and an unfocused orientation. Indeed the 

result of the pedagogical paradigm showed that Australian participants’ description is more 

influenced by an eastern cultural background and traditional approaches, however, this influence 

in American participants’ orientation is less and results pointed more toward equal description. It 

can be concluded that even in US which has a high quality of e-learning contents and facilities 

there is still a traditional perspective of instructivism towards learning.  

 

The factor of experiential value with two orientations of abstract (instructivism 

perspective) and concrete (constructivism perspective) was measured by three main questions 

about congruence of learning with reality, outcome orientations of learning and practicality of 

learning. Overall comparative results with respect to the dimensions of experiential value reported 

based on academic position, showed that the majority of Australian students, lecturers and admins 

described the system as sharply focused and towards an instructivism approach.   

Table 6.1 The Dominant Orientation of Educational paradigm     

Variables 
AUS Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Sharply Focused Unfocused Sharply Focused Unfocused 

Position 

Student       Different 

Lecturer       Same 

Admins       Different 
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However, the majority of American students and admins described the system as unfocused 

and toward a constructivism approach. This description is consistent with Morris’ (2009) research 

about Asian students in the United States and Washburn’s (2012) result about cultural sensitivity 

for western course designers in the United States. Also perspectives of American lecturers leaned 

more toward equal descriptions between the two dimensions. This result is consistent with 

Edmondson’s (2004) and Gamble’s (2009) results about American cultural context on experiential 

value. Table 6.2 shows that participants of one faculty in an Australian university clearly described 

learning by using contextualized examples and traditional approaches which contrasts with the 

American perspective which described learning by doing or from practical experience.  

The role of instructor, with an indicator of didactic based on the instructivism dimension 

and an indicator of facilitative based on the constructivism dimension, was measured by two main 

questions, one related to learning needs and one related to source of learning.  As can be seen in 

Table 6.3, in Australia and U.S., all participants reported that the didactic role of instructor related 

to both learning needs and source of learning was present in their e-learning system which is indeed 

the role focused on a teacher-centred approach. They claimed that students follow a path of 

learning determined by the instructor because the instructor usually knows what students need to 

learn and what source is best to learn. Comparing the results showed that there were no significant 

differences between the dominant aspect based on position within or without country context 

except for American lecturers and admins. As can be seen in the table, in U.S., lecturers believed 

that a student-centred and facilitative role of instructor in relation to learning needs and source of 

Table 6.2 The Dominant Orientation of  Experiential Value  

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Abstract Concrete Abstract Concrete 

Position 

Student       Different 

Lecturer    Equal  Different 

Admins       Different 
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learning was present in their e-learning system. However, the American admins’ descriptions of  

learning in their system were nearly equally divided between a teacher centred approach, and a 

facilitative student-centred approach. This result is consistent with Washburn’s (2012), Gamble’s 

(2009) and Edmondson’s (2004) results. Also according to results, the perspectives of Australian 

students, lecturers and administrative staff and American students are shaped based on a teacher 

centred approach but the perspectives of American lecturers and administrative staff are shaped 

based on a student centred approach. Despite e-learning practice having developed independently 

in the two countries, it seems that students in both countries tend to be taught by an expert and 

they think that the teacher knows what they need to learn. This teacher centred description is 

consistent with Morris’ (2009) result. 

 

The value of errors factor has two poles of value: toward errorless learning or toward 

learning based on experience. This factor was measured by two main subjects namely being 

errorless in the process of learning and the satisfaction of course designer about learning. Table 

6.4 shows that in both countries the dominant orientation of all participants based on academic 

position was towards satisfaction with the course designer when students learn from their mistakes 

Table 6.3 The Dominant Orientation of  Role of instructor 

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Didactic Facilitative Didactic Facilitative 

Position 

Student       Same 

Lecturer       Different 

Admins    Equal  Different 
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and learn from experience which they explained as students learning from their errors by 

experimenting with what they have learned. Based on these results the dominant aspect of all 

Australians and Americans regardless of their positions is toward constructivism on this factor. 

The results are consistent with Gamble’s (2009) and Edmondson’s (2004) results.  

 

The fact that 50% of Australian lecturers and admins described errorless learning as being 

integral to their practice may be due to the fact that getting experience in internet based courses 

may cause a desire for perfectionism in learning in the suppliers. Wanting to be perfect in learning 

may happen due to the  isolated environment of learning (learning at home individually not at the 

university with others) but accessibility to learning materials (download e-books, journals, articles) 

may also shape this idea in Australian lecturers and admins. Although this assumption need to be 

tested in further research.  

The origin of motivation with two dimensions, extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, was 

measured by three aspects namely requirements of learning, reasons for learning and preference 

of learning. The dimension of extrinsic motivation reflected an instructivism orientation and the 

dimension of intrinsic motivation reflected a constructivism orientation.  

Table 6.4 The Dominant Orientation of  Value of Errors 

Variables 

AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison Errorless 

learning 

learning from 

experience 

Errorless 

learning 

learning from 

experience 

Position 

Student       Same 

Lecturer 
 

     Same 

Admins       Same 
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Table 6.5 shows that in Australia the dominant opinion of all participants is that there is an 

extrinsic origin of motivation for requirements of learning in their e-learning system, claiming that 

students take e-learning courses when they are required to (to pass the course or take a degree). 

However, in one faculty in a US university the majority of students and administrative staff 

described that there is an intrinsic origin of motivation for requirements of learning, claiming that 

students take e-learning courses when they want to (are genuinely interested in learning new 

knowledge or skills). On the other hand lecturer participants were equally divided between those 

who reported intrinsic and those who reported extrinsic motivation. The results indicated that the 

dominant aspect of Australian perspectives to origin of motivation is toward instructivism which 

is in contrast to the American perspective.  

Therefore, the results indicated that there were significant differences between the 

dominant aspects in the two countries. However, the American result is not consistent with 

Edmondson’s (2004), Morris’ (2009), Gamble’s (2009) and Washburn’s (2012) results, because 

Edmondson’s (2004) and Gamble’s (2009) results showed that the U.S. participants’ opinions were 

more equally distributed.  On the other hand Morris’ (2009) and Washburn’s (2012) results did 

show that U.S. students are more motivated to learn from extrinsic dimension. Indeed the result of 

research about this factor shows that student’ motivation over the past years has moved from 

extrinsic to intrinsic motivation. 

 

Table 6.5 The Dominant Orientation of  Origin of Motivation 

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Extrinsic Intrinsic Extrinsic Intrinsic 

Position 

Student       Different 

Lecturer    Equal  Different 

Admins       Different 
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The accommodation of individual differences factor has two poles of differences: toward 

non-existent or toward multifaceted. The dimension of non-existent which does not consider 

individual differences, reflects an instructivism orientation. The dimension multifaceted which 

considers learners’ individual differences and accommodates the course to meet those preferences 

with metacognitive support techniques, indicates a constructivism orientation. This factor has been 

measured by two main variables namely learning activities and consideration of needs and 

interests in learning. As can be seen in Table 6.6, the results of this factor showed that all 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university and American lecturers believed that 

learning activities which can accommodate individual differences are non-existent in their system.  

From this perspective, mostly they claimed that the instructor or course designer uses very few 

learning activities and methods which allow students to learn just through predetermined methods. 

Also they explained that students’ interests and needs are usually not considered in designing and 

providing courses (learning resources).  

However, the American administrative staff perspective is completely contrary to the 

American lecturers’ results which is consistent with Morris’ (2009) and Washburn’s (2012) results. 

Indeed American administrative staff described that in their system there are multifaceted learning 

activities which accommodate individual differences. They claimed that the instructor or course 

designer uses a variety of learning activities and instructional methods (like problem solving, case 

analysing, participation, etc.), so that students can utilize what most suits their affect. This result 

Table 6.6 The Dominant Orientation of  Accommodation of Individual Differences 

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Non-existent Multifaceted Non-existent Multifaceted 

Position 

Student    Equal  Different 

Lecturer       Same 

Admins       Different 
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is consistent with Gamble’s (2009) and Edmondson’s (2004) results. On the other hand the 

perspective of American students was equally divided between those who believed the system 

does not consider individual differences and those who consider it does (multifaceted). 

The factor of learner control has two poles: non-existent and unrestricted. The pole of non-

existence of learner control reflects the orientation of instructivism and the pole of unrestricted 

learner control reflects the orientation of constructivism. The factor of learner control was 

measured by two main factors namely limitations in learning and source of learning materials. As 

can be seen in Table 6.7, the results of learner control in Australia and America showed that there 

is similarity regarding the dominant orientation of instructivism in their e-learning practice. Indeed 

in both countries most participants strongly believed that the deadline for learning activities was 

defined for students by the system and instructors and also they believed that the e-learning system 

defined a strong restriction for learners in both countries.  

 

This result is consistent with Morris’ (2009) and Washburn’s (2012) findings but not 

consistent with Edmondson’s (2004) and Gamble’s (2009) results, because the Edmondson and 

Gamble results indicated nearly equal reports of learner control whereas Morris and Washburn 

results showed that the participants tended to think control was non-existent. The result appears to 

be reflective of a changing cultural paradigm toward teacher- and instructor-centred learning from 

2004 to 2015. 

Table 6.7 The Dominant Orientation of Learner Control 

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Non-existent Unrestricted Non-existent Unrestricted 

Position 

Student       Same 

Lecturer       Same 

Admins       Same 
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The user activity factor with two dimensions, mathemagenic and generative, was measured 

by two aspects namely knowledge engagement and learning resources. The mathemagenic activity 

dimension indicates an orientation to confined learning access. Generative refers to a propensity 

towards easily accessible learning material. As can be seen in Table 6.8, the results of this factor 

showed that all participants of one faculty in an Australian university and the American students 

believed that in their country’s practice students do not have any involvement in producing and 

representing knowledge which is the mathemagenic, passive approach to acquiring knowledge; 

also the students usually access representations of provided learning resources according to a 

predetermined path. However, administrative staff, lecturers and American males believed that 

their students are engaged in the process of creating knowledge and they create their own uses of 

the learning resources within the course. This perspective was completely contrary to the 

Australian result but it is consistent with Morris’ (2009) and Washburn’s (2012) results.  

 

The factor of collaborative learning with two dimensions, unsupported and integrated, was 

measured by two subjects namely approach of learning activities and facilities of learning. The 

dimension of unsupported learning indicates the orientation of instructivism and refers to learning 

by oneself without collaboration; however, the dimension of integrated learning reflects the 

orientation of constructivism and learning through collaborative activities. Comparing the results 

between one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university showed that 

there were no significant differences between Australian and American opinions. Table 6.9 shows 

Table 6.8 The Dominant Orientation of  User Activity 

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Mathemagenic Generative Mathemagenic Generative 

Position 

Student       Same 

Lecturer       Different 

Admins       Different 
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that in both countries the dominant orientation of participants except admins is approximately 

toward a constructivism approach. The American results are not consistent with Edmondson’s 

(2004), Morris’ (2009), Gamble’s (2009) and Washburn’s (2012) results, because their result 

showed that the U.S. participants’ perceptions are near the middle and they nominate the 

dimensions of unsupported and integrated equally. 

 

In conclusion it is worth mentioning that according to the data of this research program, 

the dominant orientation of learning in both countries relies on a teacher centred perspective. 

Specifically, this research found that the dominant aspect of the cultural dimension in an Australian 

university is towards instructivism in most factors. The probable reason for this may be due to the 

fact that most participants who took part in this research belonged to an international community 

and were from undeveloped eastern countries rather than the domestic environment. According to 

a study of Australian higher education, the rate of international students who attend e-learning 

courses in Australia is higher than domestic students (DIISRTE,2013) . This study also indicated 

that most international students who prefer to take part in online courses are from eastern countries 

like China, Indonesia, and Malaysia and so on. This shows that the dominant perspective of 

participants of one faculty in an Australian university may be affected by the cultural background 

from which they came. (See Figure 6.1) 

 

 

Table 6.9 The Dominant Orientation of  Collaborative Learning 

Variables 
AUS  Participants   USA  Participants   

Comparison 
Unsupported Integrated Unsupported Integrated 

Position 

Student       Same 

Lecturer       Same 

Admins Equal     Different 
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Figure 6.1. Australian e-learning system based on University, 2011 

In contrast, as shown in Figure 6.2 in America the dominant aspect of learning was focused 

on a student centred orientation which shows the level of development of the learning environment 

in America in both quality and quantity. This constructivism approach to e-learning reflected the 

level of development and progress as well as the cultural social background of the participants 

especially students. While America has been known as the most progressive country in the world 
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in relation to technology this can affect the e-learning educational perspective of its suppliers 

including administrative and academic staff as to the process of learning in e-learning courses.  

Indeed the more novel the technological educational system, the stronger the perspective 

of constructivism of the participants. One approach that shows the power of the American 

educational e-learning system in contrast to the Australian e-learning system concerns the 

certificates and approved degrees resulting from e-learning courses. According to Ho and his 

colleagues (2014), most students who take part in e-learning programs in US have an academic 

degree as a result of passing the online course. (Norton, 2014) . 

 

Figure 6.2.Mean level of dominant aspect of the cultural dimension  

 

Limitations 

One limitation that this research struggled with was the uncertainty regarding the level of 

international versus domestic students, which may affect the results. To bypass this limitation it 

has been suggested that future research provide information about the nationality of participants 

to indicate whether they are international or domestic. 
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Another limitation of this research study was the disinclination of other higher educational 

institutes in Australia and America to take part in this study. Further research could provide more 

useful information using a range of different universities to compare the pattern of cultural 

dimension between them. 

The first study of this thesis discussed the dominant cultural orientations of e-practice in 

one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university e-learning systems and 

then compared the results of the two faculties . In the next study the current status of Australian 

and American e-learning practices is discussed. 

 

What is the current status of e-learning practices in the Australian and  American 

universities studied in this thesis? 

In this section, the key findings of the current study, limitations, implications and 

suggestions for further research are presented. The aim of this study was to evaluate the e-practice 

factor in an Australian and an American university. The findings of this research study showed 

that in general participants evaluated e-practice factors above average. However, the results of this 

study showed that the participants of one faculty in an American university evaluated e-practice 

factors higher than Australian participants. 

The results of 6 main factors and each sub factor have been reported for both America and 

Australia for the purpose of comparison.  

Regarding the evaluation of the pedagogical e-practice factor, both countries believed this 

was above average but American students and lecturers assessed this factor higher than 

Australians. However, Australian administrative staff evaluated this factor higher than American 

administrative staff. The higher evaluation of pedagogical e-practice by American students and 

lecturers indicated that e-learning programs and practice in this country are more pedagogically 
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oriented than in Australia, although the evaluation of e-learning programs is also good in Australia. 

This can be seen in the perspective of Australian administrative staff who evaluated this e-practice 

higher than Americans. The gap that exists between the evaluation of Australian students and 

lecturers on one hand and Australian administrative staff on the other hand may be due to the fact 

that Australian administrative staff regard pedagogical e-practice less realistically than Australian 

students and lecturers. Staff may just consider pedagogical e-practice in terms of policy and 

procedure rather than considering this factor in relation to outcomes and to connections between 

students and lecturers.  Both countries evaluated the sub factors of student centred interactivity, 

socio-communication, assessment and learning environment as above average. Also, learning 

resources and learning environment were evaluated as excellent in both countries. 

In terms of each of the sub factors of pedagogical e-practice namely student centred 

interactivity, socio-communication, assessment, learning resources, and learning environment, 

American students evaluated these sub factors higher than Australian students. Furthermore 

American lecturers evaluated the sub factors of student centred interactivity and assessment higher 

than Australians. There were no differences between the evaluation of American and Australian 

lecturers of the other pedagogical e-practice sub factors. The fact that two sub factors were 

evaluated more highly by American lecturers than by Australian lecturers plus the fact that the 

highest evaluation of this factor and its sub factors belonged to the perspective of American 

students  implies that pedagogical practice of e-learning in America is more fitted to the needs of 

learners. Australian administrative staff evaluated the sub factors of assessment and learning 

environment higher than Americans. In contrast, American administrative staff evaluated the sub 

factor of socio-communication higher than Australians. This shows that engaging socially with the 

e-learning system and adoption of an e-learning system with a social perspective is considered 
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important by American administrative staff. There were no differences in evaluation of the rest of 

the pedagogical e-practice sub-factors between those participants.  

In terms of technological practice, the results of this study showed that both the American 

participants and participants of one faculty in an Australian university evaluated this factor and its 

sub factors as above average and excellent, however, Americans generally evaluated them better 

than Australians. American students and lecturers evaluated technological e-practice higher than 

Australians; however, there were no differences between evaluations of American and Australian 

administrative staff of this e-practice. American students evaluated all sub factors of technological 

e-practice higher than Australian students and American lecturers evaluated the sub factors of 

technological platform, accessibility and interface design higher than Australian lecturers. There 

were no differences in evaluation of other sub factors between American and Australian lecturers. 

This implies that the levels of technological practice, LMS system and the functionality of 

programs in America are superior in terms of quality. The fact that the Australian e-learning system 

has used the technological products of the American e-learning system also reveals that the level 

of technological e-practice is relatively higher in America. Surprisingly, Australian administrative 

staff evaluated the sub factors of technological infrastructure and accessibility higher than 

American administrative staff. In contrast, American administrative staff evaluated the sub factors 

of technological platform and interface design higher than Australians. Evaluation of the 

reusability and technological e-practice factors was the same for staff in both samples. The results 

indicated that the perspective of Australian administrative staff about the e-learning system is 

generally optimistic. The fact that administrative staff evaluated most factors higher than the others 

may be because they wanted to convey the idea that they performed an important role in the e-

learning system. 
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The evaluations of instructional design practice and its sub factors were above average in 

general in both countries; however, the sub factor of organizing resources was evaluated as poor 

in the Australian sample and poor and average in the American sample. This indicates that this sub 

factor needs to improve in both countries. American students evaluated the factor of instructional 

design e-practice higher than Australian students, however, lecturers and administrative staff 

evaluated this factor in both countries the same. Also, American students and lecturers evaluated 

the sub factor of learning scenarios higher than Australians. There were no significant differences 

in evaluation of the remaining sub factors between Australian and American students and lecturers. 

American administrative staff evaluated the sub factors of personalization, organizing resources, 

and accuracy materials higher than Australians; however, Australian administrative staff evaluated 

the sub factor of clarifying expectation higher than the Americans. Based on these results it seems 

that the quality of instructional design in America is higher than in Australia. 

The factor of organizational practice was also evaluated in both countries as above average 

and excellent. The fact that staff evaluated this factor and its sub factors as excellent may be 

because they were more engaged with this e-practice factor. 

The factor of organisational e-practice was evaluated the same by students and 

administrative staff of both countries, however, American lecturers evaluated this sub factor higher 

than Australians. Also, American students evaluated the sub factors of institutional affairs, and 

precedent reputation higher than Australian students. This may be due to the fact that the American 

university has a higher ranking in terms of facilities and institutional affairs. There were no 

differences between American and Australian students in evaluation of the rest of the sub factors. 

Also, with the exception of the sub factor of institutional affairs which was the same in both 

countries, American lecturers evaluated all sub factors higher than Australian lecturers. There were 
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no differences between evaluations of all the sub factors of organisational e-practice by 

administrative staff of both countries 

Evaluations of support practice and its sub factors were above average and excellent in 

both countries, although the American staff and lecturers tended to evaluate this factor higher than 

others. Support practice was evaluated higher by all participants of one faculty in an American 

university than by Australians. Overall, the technical support sub factor was evaluated higher by 

American students, lecturers and administrative staff. This sub factor is generally related to the 

factor of technological e-practice which was evaluated higher by Americans as well and indeed, 

this sub factor was evaluated higher by all American participants. In addition, the academic support 

sub factor was also evaluated higher by American lecturers. There were no differences in 

evaluation of the rest of the sub factors between countries. These results imply that the level of 

support services for all academic positions is higher in America.  

The e-practice of performance appraisal and its sub factors was also evaluated as above 

average and excellent; staff in both countries evaluated all these sub factors favourably. The e-

practice of performance appraisal was evaluated higher by American lecturers, whereas students 

and administrative staff evaluated this practice the same in both countries. In terms of the 

evaluation of the sub factor of performance appraisal, students of both countries were satisfied 

above average (see result section) about their e-learning system.  The sub factor of satisfaction was 

evaluated by American lecturers and administrative staff higher than by Australians. Only 

Australian administrative staff evaluated the sub factor of cost effectiveness higher than American 

administrative staff, the rest of the sub factors were evaluated the same in both countries. 

Administrative staff in both countries also evaluated the performance of e-learning higher than 

average. 
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In general as shown in Figure 6.2 this research study indicated that in both countries e-

practices were above average. However, participants of one faculty in an American university 

evaluated e-practice factors higher than Australian participants. Also pedagogical, instructional 

design and performance appraisal practices in both countries are evaluated to some extent close 

while there is more gap between the two countries’ participants’ evaluation of technological, 

organisational and support service practices. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3 Mean level of e-practice factors 

 

Limitations  

This research was conducted based on a survey, however, there are other qualitative 

methods such as classroom observation and document analysis which could have been used to 

investigate policies, and review guidelines. Time and budget limitations restricted the researcher 

from conducting this study using these qualitative methods. Further research could be conducted 

based on observation and review of documents. Another limitation that the researcher encountered 

in this study was the limitation of a self-constructed questionnaire of e-practice. After reviewing 
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the literature, it was apparent that a comprehensive questionnaire that evaluates all aspects of e-

practice did not exist. Instead, different researchers simply explored some aspects of e-practice 

factors by applying different questionnaires separately. Further research should focus on 

conducting a comprehensive study to evaluate all e-practice factors and build some large scale e-

practice components. Regarding the e-practice questionnaire that was used in this study, it could 

be used with a larger sample size and with different cultural background participants in order to 

validate it and perhaps derive some generalisable data. 

The second study of the thesis discussed the current status of Australian and American e-

learning practices. The next study posed the current problems of the two countries as the final 

study. Current problems are discussed in relation to the pedagogical, technological and cultural 

aspects.  

What are the dominant issues of e-learning practices in the Australian and  American 

universities taking part in this study? 

In this section, a summary of findings is briefly reviewed with respect to their meaning in 

American and Australian cultures. The research identified main items of pedagogical, cultural, 

technological challenges which need to improve. Furthermore, the best aspects of the e-learning 

systems in both countries were determined. The first finding referred to the approach of 

participants to learning. The results of our interviews showed that there are two main issues about 

the approach to learning in those countries: 1-requirements and 2-priorities. In both countries 

participants believed some requirements for their approach to learning were collaborative learning, 

problem based learning and feedback based practice. The results for this item showed that both 

countries tended to move towards a constructivism perspective about learning approaches. 

However, this preference for constructivism cannot be satisfied by the current e-learning system 
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in both countries so the e-learning systems need to be improved and fitted to those requirements 

in the future. Apart from the similarities, another requirement regarding approach to learning, 

mentioned only by Americans, was a requirement to be outcome oriented. This means that 

Americans consider the progress and outcomes of learning in their e-learning system as another 

requirement of the approach to learning. It seems that the factor of practicality in learning is more 

considered by Americans rather than Australians. 

The second issue in relation to requirements for approach to learning concerns priorities. 

The first priority participants mentioned was collaborative learning. That this priority was high in 

both countries illustrates the importance and significance of this item in American and Australian 

e-learning systems. The results also showed some differences in priorities in America and 

Australia. The second priority of Americans was outcome oriented learning, the third priority was 

problem based learning and the last priority was feedback based practice. However, in one faculty 

in a Australian university, the second priority belonged to feedback based practice and the third 

and last priority was problem based learning. 

 

Figure 6.4 .The Comparative result Based on Approach to learning 
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A desire for feedback based practice is the second priority in Australian participants.  This 

means that in this country facilities like having assistance or help desk services which can help 

providers to connect more with students should be promoted. However, in one faculty in a US 

university it seems that this requirement has already been achieved in some levels as they claim 

this priority as the last one. 

The next theme in the field of pedagogy referred to the effectiveness of learning practice. 

Like the first theme, we found that there were two main issues, requirements and priorities, 

considered in both countries. Effective learning practices such as team working, different methods 

of assessment and online tools and activities have been reported as requirements in both Australia 

and America. The results mean that in both countries the e-learning providers know that to achieve 

collaborative learning they require to improve team working. Also creating and applying new and 

various methods to assess students as well as novel digital tools and instruments that can encourage 

students to learn in a team should be instituted in order to progress towards effective learning 

practice. 

As regard to priorities, the results showed that the first need that should be considered by 

both countries is using novel and new online tools and activities, although in America improving 

team working had the same priority as the need for online tools and activities which shows that 

Americans have reached a comprehensive understanding that team working and using new online 

tools and activities would be effective when suppliers apply them together. To continue, the second 

priority Americans claimed was updating new methods for assessment, however, the second 

priority of Australians was promoting team work and the last priority was the improvement of new 

methods of assessment. 
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Figure 6.5 .The Comparative result Based on Effective learning practice 

 

The third theme of the pedagogical factor reported by participants was designing new 

assessment methods in the e-learning system. The results of the interviews indicated that there are 

4 main requirements in relation to this theme. Both Americans and Australians reported that 

designing new and novel methods of assignment, assessment with case based project, self-

assessment and assessment based on group thread discussion needed to be improved in their e-

learning system. Both participants in Australia and America believed that the time and energy that 

course providers should spend on creating new and novel methods of assessment could be 

minimized; instead they should put their focus and their effort more on the pedagogical content of 

the assessment rather than constructing a new method of assessment. Also, the similarity of the 

requirements reported by participants in both countries reveals that the structure, shape and the 

program of e-learning (health science) were the same in both countries so the approach to program 

assessment should be similar in both countries. As has been described in previous themes, both 

countries had a constructivism perspective about their approach to learning and effective learning 

practice. Based on these previous themes, it could be stated that in both countries all requirements 

in relation to assessment were towards a constructivism perspective.  
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The point that the method of assessment should be more practical than traditional can 

demonstrate constructivism in both countries. In this regard, “The Island” assessment was one of 

the most effective methods of group assessment reported by the American course providers. It is 

worth suggesting that “The Island” group method of assessment would be applicable to Australian 

universities as well. 

 

Figure 6.6.The Comparative result Based on Assessment method 

 

Although Americans believed in applying new methods of group assessment, they also 

pointed out that supplying these group methods of assessment should be rational and judicious and 

the point of pedagogy is more important than the construction of new assessment technological 

bases.  

The priority of the need to improve factor is different in America and Australia. From this 

perspective the findings indicated that in Australia, participants claimed that the first issue that 

should be considered in the field of assessment is designing new and novel methods of assignment. 

Australian then claimed that the second issue that needs to improve is group thread discussion. 

However, in America, people believed that the first requirement in assessment that needs to be 
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improved is group thread discussion and then the second priority is designing new and novel 

assignments. The third and fourth priorities that are required to be improved were the same in both 

countries, being case based projects and self-assessment respectively. 

The last theme in the pedagogy issue reported by participants was effective learning 

content. The results of this study showed that there are 3 main requirements namely application of 

multimedia content, online module content and text content in e-learning systems in both countries. 

However, the preference of Americans to evaluate multimedia as the most effective learning 

content was higher than that of Australians. Both course providers in both counties believed that 

application of multimedia and online modules would be more effective in learning rather than 

traditional text content. Also both countries believed that the combination of module online content 

and text content would be more effective than using them separately. 

 

Figure 6.7 .The Comparative result Based on Effective learning content  

Both countries agreed that the first priority that should be considered by course providers 

is improvement of multimedia content and the second priority that needs to improve goes to 

updating online modules and text contents. 
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The second component arising from the answers of interviewees emphasized cultural issues 

in e-learning systems in America and Australia. The findings showed that there are 3 main themes 

in relation to cultural issues. Accordingly, some people believed that cultural issues exist in their 

e-learning system however, some participants believed that there is non-existence of cultural issues 

in their system, although the amount of people who believed that the cultural issues existed was 

higher. The third theme derived from the answers referred to the effective cultural practice that 

can be used in e-learning system. 

Both countries explained the existence of cultural issues in terms of lack of international 

context awareness and communication issues. This shows that both educational systems, because 

they have international audiences, have sensitive cultural issues that should be considered in their 

e-learning system. Considering international students as the recipients of e-learning courses 

emphasizes that most of them have English as their second language which can make 

communication difficult. 

The findings showed that Americans who believed in the existence of cultural issues also 

identified the reasons for differences in kinds of attitude as well. This shows that attitudes and 

perspectives of people in America are also considered as cultural components which should be 

addressed in e-learning systems; however, Australians didn’t mention this which means that the 

advancement of the e-learning educational system is higher in America than Australia. In 

Australia, engaging with new technological changes was put forward as the other reason for the 

existence of cultural issues in the e-learning system; not considering this issue in America showed 

that Americans have passed and solved this issue of the cultural component which again means 

that Americans have progressed further forward in the management of their e-learning system than 

Australians. Having challenges in technological issues may lead to a difficult adaptation process 
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for students with a new system. Indeed solving this issue in Australia should be considered by 

course designers.  

In terms of the ranking of these reasons, the Americans explained that the most important 

issue is communication, the second important issue is lack of awareness and the last important 

reason regarding the existence of cultural issues belongs to differences in attitude. However, 

Australians explained that from their perspective the first important reason is lack of awareness, 

the second reason is communication issues and the last important issue is new technological 

challenges.  

 

Figure 6.8.The Comparative result Based on The existence of cultural issues  

 

In contrast, the people who do not believe cultural issues exist in their e-learning system 

gave two reasons for their opinion. The first reason was the similarity in the content and quality of 

health science courses world wide and the second reason was the global popularity of the courses. 

These results may be due to the fact that the researcher selected only health science participants in 

both countries to take part in the study. It can be understandable that the content of health science 

would be the same in those countries regardless of considering cultural issues.  
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Figure 6.9.The Comparative result Based on The nonexistence of cultural issues  

 

To continue, the people in both countries explained that the effective cultural practices that 

are required to be improved are upgrading chat room groups, providing facilities and renovating 

the e-environment and improving training and skills for both course providers and students. This 

similarity shows that both countries have the same requirements in terms of effective cultural 

practice.  

Although these effective cultural practice requirements were the same in both countries, 

the priority of the requirements that needed to be improved was different. 

In America the first cultural practice that needed to be considered by course providers was 

improving training and skills of course providers and suppliers. However, this theme was the last 

priority of Australians. Possibly the fast progress in technology in America was due to the suppliers 

improving their skills with new training to adapt to technological progress. This means that the 

progress of technology in Australia in terms of e-learning should be speeded up to reach America. 

The second priority of Americans in terms of cultural practice was about updating chat 

rooms and the last priority belonged to making progress in facilities and renovating the e-
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environment. However, in Australia, people explained that the second theme that should be 

improved is making progress in facilities and renovating the e-environment and at the end they 

placed updating chat rooms. 

 

Figure 6.10.The Comparative result Based on Effective cultural practice  

 

The third factor investigated in the interviews was technological issues. In this part 

participants evaluated the level of infrastructure of the technology, and the level of functionality 

of the e-learning system, and then they explained the key technological challenges that existed in 

their e-learning system. The findings showed that Americans evaluated both infrastructure and 

functionality of technology higher than Australians. However, Australians believed that the level 

of these two elements of technology in their e-learning system is low and moderate. These findings 

are further evidence to show that the experience and history of applying e-learning in America is 

more progressive than in Australia. 

The key technological challenges that have been reported as the same in the two countries 

were lack of training and development of technological issues, lack of pedagogy driven design and 

the poor service of the help desk. Although in America lack of updating technologies has been 
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reported as another challenge, in Australia, having old and clunky infrastructures as well as 

networking issues have been reported as another challenge. These differences in explaining key 

technological challenges in those countries also revealed that the strong progress of technology in 

America is greater than in Australia. It seems that old and clunky systems and networking would 

not be a key challenge in America as it seems to be in Australia. 

The first key technological challenge in America that should be considered is the lack of 

pedagogy driven design then improving the service help-desk. After that comes updating 

technology of e-learning and at the end making progress in training and skills of suppliers of e-

learning.  

However, in Australia the first key technological challenge was the need to improve 

training and technological skills of e-learning suppliers, then updating old or clunky infrastructure, 

after that addressing the lack of pedagogy driven design and then improving service of help desk 

and at the end progressing of the network. It seems that the first priorities of Americans are in 

relation to improving the pedagogical content of the course rather than the technological structure 

of the course and also poor help desk services. This shows the high level of progress and 

understanding of course providers in relation to the higher value of pedagogy rather than 

technology. This understanding however, is lowlighted in Australia as they claim this issue only 

as their third priority.  
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Figure 6.11.The Comparative result Based on Key technological challenges  

 

The third factor asked about e-learning in America and Australia concerned the best aspect 

of e-learning in those countries. Both countries defined the best aspect of their e-learning system 

as flexibility, accessibility and having a self-efficacy environment. In America, providing 

minimum costs of applying e-learning and in Australia, a collaborative problem solving 

environment in the e-learning system were mentioned as other best aspects of e-learning.  

The ranking of best aspect of e-learning in those countries was firstly flexibility for both 

countries. Then in America the second best aspect was accessibility and then self-efficacy 

environment and at the end minimum costs. In Australia, the second best aspect of e-learning was 

collaborative problem solving then its accessibility and at the end self-efficacy environment. 
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Figure 6.12.The Comparative result Based on Best aspects of e-learning  

 

In the interviews, the fourth factor of interest concerned the areas of e-learning that needed 

to be improved in overall view. The researcher found that both countries believed that the policy 

and procedures of their faculties, the quality of materials that they use, LSM design and its 

implementation and online support assistance must improve. The empowerment of staff was also 

mentioned as an issue that just Australians struggled with. Both countries agreed the first thing 

that needs to improve is policy and procedure and then updating the quality of material. This shows 

that in the aspect of administrative support practice (need to improve policy and procedure, and, 

just in Australia, empowerment of staff) and in the aspect of pedagogical practice (need to update 

the quality of materials) and in the aspect of technological practice (updating LSM design and its 

implementation, online support assistance) both countries need to make progress. Indeed both 

content and structure of e-learning systems should be updated.  
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Figure 6.13.The Comparative result Based on Area that need improvement 

 

The first priority considered in comments from both countries was faculty policies and 

procedure and the second priority was improving the quality of materials used. This indicates that 

the first priority should focus on administrative support practices and then pedagogical practices 

which were the same in both countries. The last priority however, concerned improving 

technological practice. In this case, in America, the third issue that needed to improve was LSM 

design and online support assistance and in Australia as second priority LSM design and its 

implementation and thirdly online support system as well as empowerment of staff. 

In general as can be seen in Table 6.10, the results of this study have focused on four main 

practices including pedagogy, culture, technology and aspects that need to be improved. In terms 

of pedagogy practice this research found that approaches to learn such as collaborative learning, 

problem solving and feedback base are similar requirements in both Australia and America. 

However, in America the outcome base approach to learning was also mentioned as an important 

requirement in e-learning systems. In addition, requirements such as team working, assessment, 

and online tools have been mentioned by both countries as effective learning practices. Both 
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countries also argued that assessment methods like assignment, case based projects, self-

assessment, and discussion groups need to be developed in e-learning systems. Also both countries 

believed that learning contents like multimedia, online module, and texts in e-learning systems 

need to be updated. These findings revealed that the pedagogical issues and concerns in both 

countries are the same which shows that an e-learning system regardless of different countries 

needs more improvement in pedagogy.  

In terms of culture practice, cultural sensitivity like lack of awareness and communication 

issues should be considered in both countries. Concerning this, different kinds of attitudes in 

America and new technological challenges in Australia also have been mentioned. For effective 

cultural practices, both countries explained that updating chat room systems, new online facilities 

and improving training are required.  

In terms of technology challenges, this research found that technological challenges like 

lack of training, lack of pedagogical design, poor service help desk are the same in both countries 

and need to improve. Also lack of updating the e-learning system in America and old systems and 

networking issues in Australia have been described as the technological challenges which need to 

improve. The findings showed that the level of technology in terms of infrastructure and 

functionality of e-learning is higher in America than Australia. As the interviews with Australians 

explained, they are dissatisfied with the aspect of technology in e-learning which needs to be 

progressed and updated.  

Finally, this research summarized all areas that needed to improve in e-practice systems. 

Both countries considered that faculty policies and procedures, quality of materials, LMS, and 

online support assistance need to improve. In addition, empowerment of staff was mentioned by 

Australians. 
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Table 6.10 The Comparative results  of one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US university 

Main Practices Current issues Similarities USA Participants AUS Participants 

Pedagogy 

Approaches to learning 

Collaborative, problem 

solving and feedback based 

approaches required 

Outcome based 

approaches 

required 

 

----- 

Effective learning 

practice 

Team work, Assessment 

and online tools required 
----- ----- 

Assessment method  

Assignment, case based 

project, self-assessment 

and discussion group  

required 

----- ----- 

Learning content 
Multimedia, online module 

and text required to updates 
----- ----- 

Culture 

Cultural sensitivity 
Lack of awareness and 

communication issues 

Differences in 

kind of attitude 

New 

technological 

challenges 

Effective cultural 

practice 

Chat room systems, new 

online facilities and 

improving training required 

----- ----- 

Technology 
Technological 

challenges 

Lack of training, Lack of 

pedagogical design, poor 

service help desk 

Lack of update 
Old systems and 

networking issues 

Needs to be 

improve 

Areas which need to be 

improved in e-practice 

system 

Faculty polices,Quality, 

LMS, Online support 
----- 

Empowerment of 

staff 

 

Limitations 

There are some limitations in regard to the conducting of this study.  Interviews were the 

only method used to collect the data.  The limited time frame and financial budget to conduct the 

study as well as the distance between Australia and America did not allow the researcher to have 

face to face meetings with American participants. As mentioned, all data collected from America, 

were based on using telephone and Skype. Future research should focus on investigating current 

e-learning practice in America and Australia using observation and focus group methodology. 
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Another limitation concerns accessibility to document analysis. Current issues of e-

learning practice would have provided useful data. However, current documents with regard to e-

learning practice were under the process of being written at the time that the research was 

conducted. As a result they were unavailable. Further, due to confidentiality of documents, 

universities were not inclined to give them to the researcher to report on. 

Another limitation was the difficulty of access to administrative staff.  Most of them were 

very busy and didn’t have any interest in taking part in this study. 

In general this study attempted to investigate in a deeper perspective some aspects of study 

1 in chapter 3 (cultural context of e-learning practice based on learning preferences) and study 2 

in chapter 4 (assessment of e-practice factors in one faculty in an Australian university and one 

faculty in a US university). Ideally, the outcome of this research would be the creation of a 

collaborative committee between Australia and America to work jointly on shared aspects of e-

learning challenges to solve them and strengthen the best aspects of e-learning. This committee 

would help both countries exchange successful experiences and apply them in their different 

cultural contexts. Support from the technological expertise of the American university sample 

would help the Australian university sample to make progress in this area. 
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General Discussion 

The main aim of this research study was to provide a comparative understanding of e-

practice factors in an Australian and an American university. In the first study the dominant 

cultural dimensions between one faculty in an Australian university and one faculty in a US 

university were discussed which showed that the dominant cultural aspect of participants of one 

faculty in an American university was toward constructivism while the dominant cultural aspect 

of participants of one faculty in an Australian university was toward instructivism. The main 

explanation for the results may refer to the fact that most suppliers of the Australian university e-

learning system (including administrative and academic staff of universities) were from eastern 

Asian cultural background with a dominant traditional perspective about learning. In Study 2, 

findings indicated that the levels of e-practice factors in one faculty in the Australian university 

and one faculty in the US university were above average. However, in the American university the 

terms of e-practice were evaluated more highly. In Study 3, the current issues and problems of e-

learning practice in 4 aspects of pedagogy, culture, technology and e-practice area which need to 

improve have been investigated and it ws found that cultural sensitivity and effective cultural 

practice, key technological challenges and issues like faculty policies, quality, LMS, and online 

support need to improve. In general this research study suggested that it is essential for the 

Australian university sample to develop, update and sustain the e-learning educational system 

especially in terms of e-practice using the scientific pattern and technology that other developed 

countries like America as pioneers are applying. This updating and sustaining may be more 

necessary for the Australian university sample (see Isaias & Issa, 2013 , Chigeza & Halbert, 2014), 

although it is also important to remember that copying those patterns without considering the 

Australian culture and the audiences that are using the e-learning system may negatively impact 



 
 

298 
 

the effectiveness of learning. Indeed the combination of adopting successful patterns of other 

developed countries as well as adjusting them to fit with the Australian culture would be the best 

strategy for educational decision and policy makers of the future.  
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